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THE ADMINISTRATION OF GRIEVANCES AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL,
DALLAS REGION, UNITED STATES POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT,
1962-1968
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Executive Order 10988, "Employee-Management Cooperation in the 
Federal Service," was issued by President John F. Kennedy on January 17, 
1962.^ It established for the first time in the history of the Federal 
Service a uniform, comprehensive plan for cooperation between employee 
organizations and management in the Executive Branch of the Government. 
The Order followed closely the recommendations made by a special task 
force which the President appointed on June 22, 1961, to advise him on 
employee-management relations in the Federal Government.
In the memorandum which announced the creation of the task force. 
President Kennedy gave this statement of the situation which prompted 
his action:
The right of all employees of the federal government to join and 
participate in the activities of employee organizations, and to seek 
to improve working conditions and the resolution of grievances should 
be recognized by management officials at all levels in all depart­
ments and agencies. The participation of federal employees in the
521-528.
^U.S., 3 Code of Federal Regulations, 1959-1963 Comp., pp.
formulation and implementation of employee policies and procedures 
affecting them contributes to the effective conduct of public 
business. I believe this participation should include consultation 
by responsible officials with representatives of employees and 
federal employee organizations.
Further steps should be explored fully and promptly. We need 
to improve practices which will assume the rights and obligations 
of employees, employee organizations and the Executive Branch in 
pursuing the objective of effective labor-management cooperation 
in the public service. . . .
The task force was composed of the following officials:
The Secretary of Defense, Robert F. McNamara 
The Postmaster General, J. Edward Day 
The Secretary of Labor, Arthur J. Goldberg
The Director, Bureau of the Budget, David E. Bell
The Chairman, U.S. Civil Service Commission, John W. Macy, Jr.
The Special Counsel to the President, Theodore C. Sorensen
The Secretary of Labor served as Chairman of the task for.ce and the 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission served as Vice-Chairman.^
The task force noted that the public policy of the United States 
Government had been to encourage workers in private industry to or­
ganize and bargain collectively since the enactment of the National 
Labor Relations Act of 1 9 3 5 However, with respect to Federal
U.S., President, 1961-63 (Kennedy), Memorandum, Employee- 
Management Relations in the Federal Service (Washington: The White
House, June 22, 1961) .
^Report of the President's Task Force on Employee-Management 
Relations in the Federal Service, A Policy for Employee-Management 
Cooperation in the Federal Service (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1961), p. vii.
4lbid., p. 1.
3employees, the task force found that as of November 1961, the Federal 
Government had no policy on employee-management relations, or at least 
no policy beyond the barest acknowledgment that such relations ought 
to exist. The views of the task force were expressed in the following 
statements:
The absence of Presidential policy at this late date is an 
unnecessary situation; in many ways it is an anomalous one. For 
a quarter century it has been the public policy of the Government 
to encourage employees in private enterprise to organize and deal 
collectively; yet the Government continues to have almost nothing 
to say concerning the role of organizations of its own employees.
. . . certain of the ground rules which Congress had laid down 
for employee-management relations in the private economy should 
be carried over to the Federal Government in order to ensure that 
the public interest and the interests of individual employees are 
protected.6
Lacking guidance, the various agencies had pursued widely 
varying courses. Some had extensive relations with employee organiza­
tions; most had done little; others had done nothing. It was the belief 
of the task force that the time had come for the President to establish 
a governmental policy acknowledging the legitimate role which employee 
organizations should have in the formulation and implementation of 
Federal personnel policies and practices.^
The relationship between the Federal Government, as an employer, 
and its employees had been the subject of controversy for years. The 
Government believes that those who earn a livelihood in its service 
have a different relationship with their employer than the employer-
^Ibid., p. 6. 
^Ibid., p. 7. 
^Ibid., p. iii.
4employee relationship which exists in the private sector. Since 1935 
private industry employees have been guaranteed, by the Federal Govern­
ment, freedom to organize, bargain collectively and strike. It is 
felt, however, that some of the means used by workers in private 
industry to exert pressure on their employers to improve their con­
ditions have no place in the public service. Traditionally, the 
Government assumes that since it represents the sovereign power, it 
must reserve the sole right to determine the terms and conditions 
under which it employs labor. Any concerted effort by its employees 
to alter this relationship could thus be construed as an attack on
O
the authority of the State.
It is interesting to note that in spite of this different kind 
of employment relationship. Federal employees have organized and asso­
ciated with the general labor movement for many years.^ Employees in 
the Government's industrial activities (such as in the arsenals, navy 
yards and printing plants) have been organized along craft lines since 
the early 1800's.
Prior to 1962 the one important statute dealing with the rights 
of Federal employees in labor organizations was the Lloyd-La Follette 
Act of 1912.^^ The Act declares that membership in an organization of
g
Sterling D. Spero, Government as Employer (New York: Remsen
Press, 1948), p. 1.
9
Task force studies indicated that in 1961 some 33% of all 
Federal employees belonged to employee organizations ; altogether they 
totaled some 762,000 persons, including 489,244 in the Post Office 
Department.
^®Task Force Report, op. cit., p. 2.
^^U.S., Statutes at Large, XXXVII, Part I, 555.
5postal employees which is not affiliated with any outside organization
imposing a duty to engage or assist in a strike against the Government
cannot be used as grounds for reduction in rank or removal, and that
the right to petition Congress may not be denied or interfered with.
Since its passage, this legislation has been regarded as a general
expression of congressional sentiment in favor of the right of all
government employees to organize without executive interference. The
Act does not confer this right; it does remove some obstacles to the
exercise of employee rights which Federal executives had improperly 
12
imposed.
From 1912 to 1962 labor organizations were active in the Federal 
Government with varying degrees of success. The absence of an affirm­
ative, government-wide policy did not stymie the development of employee 
organizations. The task force, for instance, noted that:
The more similar a government activity is to that of a private 
activity in which workers are normally organized, the more often 
it will be found that the government workers are also organized 
and that relations with management officials approach the pattern 
of such relations in private enterprise. . .
In such agencies as the Department of Interior and the Tennessee Valley
Authority labor-management relations of a rather advanced nature have
existed for some time. The Department of Interior has bargained with
unions since 1925, and TVA has carried on collective bargaining since
1937.14
12
Spero, op. cit., p. 18.
13
Task Force Report, op. cit. , p. 3.
14
U.S., Civil Service Commission, Office of Labor-Management 
Relations, Union Recognition in the Federal Government, November, 1967, 
pp. 275, 323.
6The benefits obtainable for employees and employee organizations 
in the Federal Service, while real, are limited. Many matters are not 
subject to unfettered negotiations by employees and officials in the 
Executive Branch. For example, wages are a key issue in collective bar­
gaining in private industry; but in the Federal Service wages are set 
either by statute (such as the Classification Act) or are determined on 
the basis of prevailing rates of pay in comparable occupations in pri­
vate employment in the area (as in the case of "wage board employees"). 
Fringe benefits— such as paid holidays, annual and sick leave, retire­
ment and insurance benefits— are uniformly applicable to all categories 
of employees through legislation and regulations and are not subject 
to negotiation.^^ Generally, negotiations may take place with respect 
to implementing the above practices and in such areas of employee concern 
as working conditions and personnel policy formulation and adminis­
tration. Any decisions reached through such negotiations, however, 
must be within the limits of Federal laws and regulations and be con­
sistent with merit system principles.
Purpose
A technique which can help build a more stable and effective 
labor-management relationship is to permit labor involvement in the 
determination and administration of grievance procedures. In the case 
of government employees, this has added significance since they are
U.S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Col­
lective Bargaining Agreements in the Federal Service, Late Summer 1964, 
BLS Bulletin No. 1451 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1965), p. 1.
^^Task Force Report, op. cit., p. 18.
7denied the right to strike or otherwise interrupt the work process.
Grievance procedures are basically systematic methods used by labor and
management to reach decisions about disagreements which arise between
them. These procedures arise out of inter-organizational relationships,
usually the result of collective bargaining. In private industry, the
grievance system is looked upon as an integral part of the overall
industrial relations structure. Virtually all collective bargaining
agreements include a procedure for handling g r i e v a n c e s . I n  contrast,
formal grievances procedures are found in only a small minority of non-
18unionized organizations.
Any grievance system will reflect management's philosophy toward 
its employee-management relations program. This is expressed not only 
in the manner in which grievances are processed, but in improved rela­
tionships which result from the airing and resolution of these discontents. 
Are grievances viewed as an attack on management, a personal affront to 
individual supervisors, or a normal disagreement which needs resolving? 
Many grievances, no doubt, have little substantive merit, but even 
these serve to relieve tensions.
U.S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Major 
Collective Bargaining Agreements: Grievance Procedures, November 1964,
BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1 (Washington; U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1964), pp. 1-2. This study reports that 1,697 out of 1,717 (99 per cent) 
agreements studied contained grievance procedures.
18
National Industrial Conference Board, Personnel Practices in 
Factory and Office (Studies in Personnel Policy No. 145. New York: 
National Industrial Conference Board, 1954), pp. 56,109. In this study 
only 61 out of 284 (21.5 per cent) companies had grievance procedures 
for hourly workers not represented by a union, and only 39 out of 454 
(8.6 per cent) companies had such procedures for non-exempt salaried 
employees not represented by a union.
8Although the outcome is important, grievances should not be 
viewed on the basis of the number "won" or "lost" and those who adminis­
ter the procedure should not be judged solely on their ability to win. 
Management and employees will disagree and it is better that a judicial 
type forum be provided rather than have the employees conceal ill 
feelings. The entire grievance system should operate as a form of 
preventative maintenance which discovers and corrects so as to avoid 
a deterioration, or even a breach, of relationships. There must be a 
mutual desire to cooperate, based on mutual understanding. In this, 
management at all levels must provide leadership.
High standards of employee performance and efficiency and the 
maintenance of constructive and cooperative relationships between em­
ployees and management are not just desirable goals, they are necessary 
ones. The timely and judicious handling of employee grievances cer­
tainly can contribute much to the accomplishment of these goals.
Therefore, a study involving the grievance process should focus 
on the employer organization, the employee organization(s), and the 
setting or environment in which these organizations are related. 
Especially important among the environmental factors is legislation 
and, in the case of governmental agencies, the administrative orders 
of higher authority.
With such an orientation, this study is undertaken in order 
to supply some answers to the following questions:
1. What procedures have been established to deal with employee 
grievances in the Post Office Department?
91.1 What laws and administrative orders, prior to 1962, 
influenced the development of a grievance system in 
the Post Office Department?
1.2 What specific provisions of E.G. 10988 affected the 
establishment and design of the present grievance 
handling procedure?
1.3 What are the chief characteristics of the Post Office 
Department which might have affected the establish­
ment and design of a grievance procedure?
1.4 How have the postal employee organizations affected 
the establishment and design of a grievance procedure?
2. How have these procedures operated in the Dallas Regional
Office, 1962-1968?
2.1 What are the characteristics of the grievances appealed 
to this regional office in terms of their number, sub­
ject matter, initiating organization, and their resolu­
tion?
2.2 What has been the administrative experience in this 
office during this period in terms of record-keeping, 
decisions appealed, and use of grievance information 
and/or experience in such areas as training and sub­
sequent bargaining with the unions?
Scope and Procedure 
To keep this study within practical bounds, the examination of 
grievance administration is limited to a single agency of the Executive
10
Branch. The Post Office Department has been selected for the following
reasons. This agency is one of the oldest in the Government. It has a
continuous history extending to the founding of this nation. It is one
of the largest employers in Government. Employment in 1968 exceeded 
19
730,000. The Department also has a long history of relationships with
employee organizations. In addition, under Executive Order 10988 the
size and scope of its labor-management program is noteworthy. In terms
of worker coverage, the "National Postal Agreement" is the largest
in the United States with a single employer, whether private or public.
Some 24,121 bargaining units with exclusive recognition at the local
level had been established by 1965, while all other Federal agencies
had a total of only 620 units; this number represented over ninety-seven
20
per cent of the bargaining units in the entire Executive Branch.
Finally, it is important to note that the Postmaster General was a 
member of the President's task force. Not only did this assure the 
President of getting advice from an agency with the most experience in 
dealing with employee organizations, but, inasmuch as the Order closely 
followed the task force recommendations, the Department gained the 
direct benefits of the Postmaster General's experience and knowledge 
as a member of the task force.
A major emphasis of this study deals with an examination of the 
Dallas Regional Office of the Post Office Department in administering
^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General, 1968 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968),
p. 192.
20
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General, 1965 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965),
p. 104.
11
the grievance system of the Department. This is one of the fifteen 
regional offices in the Department. Its jurisdiction covers the states 
of Texas and Louisiana. This region was selected because of its 
geographical proximity to the writer, the availability of information, 
and the cooperation of regional personnel.
An initial consideration in the study was to determine what 
factors have had an influence on the development of the grievance 
system in the Post Office Department. Three factors were selected 
for investigation. The first concerns the attitude of government in 
labor relations. This attitude can be determined by observing the 
actions taken by the three major branches of government— executive, 
legislative, and judicial. The most significant action which has af­
fected government employees in recent years was the issuance of Executive 
Order 10988. To provide a basis for understanding the environment in 
which the Order was formulated, a brief history of the conduct of the 
Federal Government in the labor relations area is presented. In order 
to better comprehend the influence of the Order, selected sections of 
it are examined along with a brief discussion regarding implementation 
of the Order.
The second factor investigated pertains to the organization of 
the Post Office Department. Organization sets the relationships in 
which productive effort is expended and reflects the general philosophy 
of the management group. In this investigation the organizational 
structure of the Department is examined to determine what changes have 
taken place during its nearly 200 years of existence. Some of the forces
12
which have been connected with these changes are noted. For example, 
growth in size and complexity of operations has had an effect. Also, 
the Congress at different times and various presidents have exerted 
their influence. In discussing these changes and the forces involved 
in them particular attention is paid to the manner in which the Depart­
ment responded.
The third factor investigated considers the development, growth, 
and influence of employee organizations in the Department. A brief 
historical sketch of several of these organizations is presented. Since 
their inception, postal employee organizations have questioned and 
opposed many of the Department's practices and policies. This opposition 
has often strained labor-management relations. In this investigation 
some of the events and issues which have affected the working environ­
ment of the Department are studied and the influence of employee organi­
zations is discussed.
Following the examination of the above factors, an investigation 
of grievance procedures in the Federal Government prior to the Order is 
discussed with emphasis on the experience of the Post Office Department. 
Attention is then directed to the grievance system which has been 
negotiated by the Department under the Order. The current grievance 
procedure is described and compared with the prevailing practices in 
private industry.
The final area of the study is the case study of the Dallas 
Region. This case study deals with the administration of grievances 
in the Regional Office, 1962-1968. Each grievance which has been
13
appealed to the Dallas Regional Office during this period is categorized 
under three major headings:
a. the nature of the grievance— here a classificatory system 
had to be devised since this did not exist in the Depart­
ment,
b. who was aggrieved— the seven craft areas of local post 
office work are used to classify the kind of employee who 
filed the grievance, and
c. grievance disposition— what action was taken to resolve 
or dispose of each grievance.
Each category is studied and cross-referenced with the other categories. 
Information is also presented regarding regional decisions which have 
been appealed to higher levels, as provided in the procedure.
Most of the printed materials available for this study came 
from publications of the Federal Government, particularly the Civil 
Service Commission, the Department of Labor, and the Post Office Depart­
ment. Interviews and correspondence with representatives of both 
management and the employee organizations provided other useful infor­
mation. Basic data on the grievances were derived from records in the 
Dallas Regional Office.
Definition of Terms
The following terms are defined with reference to their use in 
this study:
agency— any department or agency in the executive branch of 
the U.S. Government, including the Post Office Department.
14
agreement— a negotiated contract between officials of an agency 
and those employee organizations having recognition in 
that agency at the national, regional, area, oi local level. 
Agreement— the "National Postal Agreement," a negotiated con­
tract between the Post Office Department and the seven 
employee organizations which have national exclusive recog­
nition in the Department.
Code— the "Code of Fair Labor Practices in the Federal Service," 
Department— the Post Office Department.
employee organization— any lawful association, labor organiza­
tion, federation, council, or brotherhood having as a 
primary purpose the improvement of working conditions among 
Federal employees, or any craft, trade or industrial union
whose membership included both Federal employees and
21employees of private organizations, 
exclusive recognition— recognition accorded an employee organi­
zation chosen by a majority of the employees in an appro­
priate unit; entitles such organization to act for and to
negotiate collective bargaining agreements on behalf of
22all employees in the unit, 
grievance (a)— broadly defined as any real or imagined feeling 
of personal injustice which an employee has concerning his
21
This definition is taken from Executive Order 10988, Section 2, 
^^Excerpt from Section 6 (a) and (b), Executive Order 10988.
15
employment relationship.^^
grievance (b)— under the "National Postal Agreement" a grievance
is any cause for dissatisfaction outside an employee's
control if the matter grows out of employment in the Postal
Service and the remedy sought is within the authority of
the Postmaster General or other postal official to whom
24
such authority has been delegated.
Order— Executive Order 10988.
Postal Service— the work of the Department, including that
which relates to the mails, and the providing of the sup­
plemental services which are non-postal in nature.
Standards— the "Standards of Conduct for Employee Organizations 
in the Federal Service." 
task force— the group of men appointed by President Kennedy to 
review and advise him on employee-management relations in 
the Federal Service.
The Organizational Plan 
The plan for the remaining chapters is as follows. In Chapter 
II, a brief history of government activity in the field of labor relations 
introduces an examination of selected nections of Executive Order 10988, 
including a discussion of its implementation. In Chapter III, changes 
in the official organizational structure of the Post Office Department
^^Keith Davis, Human Relations at Work (3d ed.; New York: 
McGraw-Hill Co., 1967), p. 258.
^^National Postal Agreement, Article IX, Section A 1.
16
are investigated and their causes noted. Next the employee organiza­
tions in the Department are presented, and events and issues associated 
with their growth and the influence which they have had on labor- 
management relations is discussed. An explanation of Federal Government 
grievances procedures prior to the Order constitutes Chapter IV, 
together with a presentation of the Post Office Department grievance 
procedure negotiated under the Order. Chapter V is the case study 
which deals with the administration of grievances in the Dallas Regional 
Office for the period 1962-1968. Chapter VI contains the summary and 
conclusions of this study and the author's recommendations for further 
research.
CHAPTER II 
GOVERNMENT AND LABOR RELATIONS
Organization by workers has taken place in one form or another 
almost since the inception of the United States government. The partic­
ular form of these group efforts has varied over time and tended to 
reflect prevailing economic, social and political conditions. The 
history of these worker organizations reveals a diversity of ideologies 
which ranges along a spectrum from idealistic reformism to pragmatic 
economic unionism. Structurally, they have ranged from small, inde­
pendent local groups to massive, conglomerate federations encompassing 
national and international boundaries. Regardless of their size or 
ideology, an underlying purpose of these organizations has been to 
defend and advance wage earners' interests.
How has government, which tends to reflect public sentiment, 
responded to the organizing activities of workers? In this chapter the 
role of government in labor relations is considered. First, a brief 
survey of the evolution of governmental attitudes in the private sector, 
as expressed through its practices, will be presented. Next, the Fed­
eral Government's attitude toward its own employees, prior to 1962, is 
described. These two sections provide a basis for understanding the 
environment in which Executive Order 10988 was formulated. The Order
17
18
is then studied by examining selected sections from it. Finally, the 
implementation of the Order is discussed.
The Private Sector
There is probably no such thing as "a" governmental attitude 
toward organized labor. The executive, legislative and judicial 
branches of government, state or Federal, have not been consistent in 
their relationships toward organized labor. For instance, in the 
1800's the legislative branches generally ignored worker organizations; 
the executive branches, for the most part, were out of sympathy with 
them; while, the courts had record of hostility, occasionally tempered 
by a favorable judicial decision.
In the nineteenth century, labor organizations had no legally 
or socially acceptable role in this young, basically agrarian nation.
In the absence of legislative enactments, these organizations were 
primarily dealt with by the courts under the common-law doctrine of 
criminal conspiracy. This doctrine cast serious doubt on the legiti­
macy of such organizations and enabled the courts to restrain their 
activities. Following the Commonwealth v. Hunt decision in 1842, the 
doctrine of criminal conspiracy began to lapse and a new common-law 
doctrine rose to take its place. This new doctrine, the doctrine of 
civil conspiracy or illegal purpose, enabled the courts to examine the 
objectives of labor organizations and the motivation behind the demands 
they were making. Under this doctrine the courts were still able to 
curb many activities of the labor organizations. In curbing these 
organizations, the judges were reflecting the social attitudes of
19
their day. The sentiment at this time could be characterized by what 
Professor Scott has called the "individualistic e t h i c . T h e  individu­
alistic ethic, a type of social value system, stressed economic
freedom based on the concept of natural liberty, the Protestant
2
ethic, and the optimistic spirit of the American frontier. The pre­
vailing view of the public, as well as of the jurists, was toward 
individual rights and privileges as opposed to group rights and 
privileges.
In the late 1870's, opponents of organized labor began to 
utilize the injunction in dealing with labor organizations. This 
proved to be an ideal device of control. Its impact was quick and 
effective. The use of the injunction became so popular that labor 
organizations came to use the phrase "government by injunction" as 
one of the worst epithets in their vocabulary.
In 1890, Congress passed the Sherman Anti-Trust Act. This 
marked the entrance of the Federal Government into the statutory regula­
tion of labor organizations. Although the primary stimulus for this 
act came from public concern over business monopoly power, court inter­
pretations soon applied its provisions to organized labor. Later, in 
1914, Congress passed the Clayton Act as an amendment to the Sherman 
Act, with the intent of removing labor from the purview of the Sherman 
Act. Again, judicial interpretation nullified the intent of Congress. 
Until 1940, Supreme Court decisions, involving these acts were
^William G. Scott, Organization Theory (Homewood, 111.: 
Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1967), p. 45.
^Ibid.
20
uniformly unfavorable to labor organizations and restrictive to their 
3
activities.
The character of society began to change in the later part of 
the nineteenth century. The geographical frontier began to close; the 
process of urbanization accelerated; and rapid advancement was made in 
all forms of technology.^ With these developments, which continued 
into the twentieth century, came a modification in the social attitude. 
Human interdependency and the collective nature of man were stressed. 
Group rights and privileges were viewed as significant along with in­
dividual rights and privileges. During World War I, for example, 
the government showed an interest in labor organizations and labor 
representatives served on many of the Federal agencies; such recog­
nition was favorable to the union cause.
The passage of the Norris-LaGuardia Anti-Injunction Act in 1932 
reflected a shift in the legal emphasis upon individual rights in labor 
relations to an emphasis on group rights.^ The use of the injunction 
in the Federal courts was severely limited and the right of employees 
to organize and to engage in concerted activities was supported.
Section 7 (a) of the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933 went 
a step further: workers were given the right to organize and bargain
collectively free from interference, restraint, and coercion.
3
Neil W. Chamberlain and James W. Kuhn, Collective Bargaining 
(2d ed.; New York: McGraw-Hill Inc., 1965), p. 280.
^Scott, op. cit. , pp. 48-51.
^The Railway Labor Act of 19 
of change, but its coverage was not as comprehensive as the 1932 Act.
26 is an earlier example of this type
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The National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act of 1935 completed
the break with the past. It declared that the policy of the United
6
States was to encourage the practice of collective bargaining. The 
significance of the Wagner Act to labor organizations was that recog­
nition was now required when.they represented a majority of employees. 
Further, employers were prevented from interfering with the desire 
of employees to organize.^ By law, the workers covered by this statute 
now had a protected voice in the determination of the conditions under 
which they were to work. Neither the Labor-Management Relations (Taft- 
Hartley) Act of 1947 nor the Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure 
(Landrum-Griffin) Act of 1959 reversed the basic policy with respect 
to the workers’ rights to organize. The Taft-Hartley Act did provide 
for the correlative right not to organize. In both the 1947 and the 
1959 Acts Congress did, however, assert that although labor organiza­
tions are essential in an industrial society, they must not unduly 
encroach upon the rights of individuals and the public.
In summary, the policies of the Federal Government toward labor 
relations in the private sector of the economy are these:
1. Unions are recognized as a part of our economic and social 
life;
2. The right to form and join unions is protected;
3. Subject to law, the right to exert economic pressure is 
protected;
^Section 7 of the Act closely paralleled Section 7 (a) of the
NIRA.
^Section 8 of the Act.
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4. Collective bargaining is the basis for labor-management 
relations ;
5. Unions should be responsible, democratic, and protect 
the rights of individual members.
The Public Sector 
Government employees are generally considerea a class apart 
from other workers. This is reflected in their exclusion from the
g
coverage of general labor legislation. However, like their counter­
parts in private industry, government employees have demonstrated a 
persistence to organize for an effective voice in the manner and terms 
of their employment.
As stated in Chapter I, the task force found that prior to 
1962 the Federal Government had no well-defined policy on employee- 
management relations regarding its own employees. In particular there 
was no policy with reference to the role that labor organizations might 
play. This void in law and procedure had concerned many who studied 
the labor movements in government. Professor Brinker summed it up
by stating that "the handling of labor unions in government has been 
g
quite chaotic." It was even suggested that employee-management 
relations in government were at a stage that private enterprise re­
lations had been during the 1920's.
g
Examples include the Social Security Act, Fair Labor Standards 
Act, and the National Labor Relations Act and its amendments.
^Paul A. Brinker, "Recent Trends of Labor Unions in Government," 
Labor Law Journal, January, 1961, pp. 13-14.
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Government employment in this country has, from the beginning, 
been highly political in character. Employees at all levels have found 
themselves, directly or indirectly, indebted to the party or politicians 
in power for their positions and their advancement. During the first 
hundred years sporadic attempts at civil reform were attempted to 
counteract the great patronage built up in various government agencies 
and departments. It was not until 1883, however, that any serious 
encroachment was made on the spoils system. In that year the Civil 
Service (Pendleton) Act became law.
As the merit system of appointment and advancement developed 
under the new law and its later extensions, employees began to view 
their positions in a new way. They began to realize that they had a 
permanent stake in their jobs and their dependence upon political con­
siderations had been lessened. Conditions were such that labor’s 
attention turned toward the formation of employee organizations. One 
such group where this desire to organize was strong was the postal 
employees. By 1890 both the carriers and clerks had successfully 
established national organizations which stimulated organizing efforts 
in other departments of the Federal Government.
Prior to the establishment of employee organizations, depart­
ment heads managed things very much in their own ways. These organi­
zations, however, introduced a new factor into the life of the 
respective departments and the Congress when they began to initiate 
active legislative campaigns for improved conditions of employment.
These activities so annoyed President Theodore Roosevelt and members 
of Congress that on January 31, 1902, the President issued his famous
24
"gag order." This order forbade federal employees on pain of dismissal 
to seek legislation in their behalf, "directly or indirectly, individ­
ually or through associations" except through the departments in which 
they were e m p l o y e d . A l t h o u g h  the order applied to all employees, 
it was aimed primarily at the postal workers.
Four years later, on January 25, 1906, President Roosevelt 
reissued the order in amended form so as to include the independent 
establishments as well as the Executive departments.^^ , Shortly before
the revised order was, issued the President amended the Civil Service
12Rules so as to permit the removal of employees without notice.
Although these orders stopped the public legislative activities
of government employees and their organization officials, they could
not stop private contacts. In addition, an anti-gag campaign was
initiated on several fronts. The AFL in 1905 declared its support
of the right of public employees to organize for political and economic
13
purposes and included a protest against the gag rule. Several publi­
cations of the employee organizations also took up the fight. Labor 
relations in the Federal Government were further strained when President 
Taft on November 26, 1909, supplemented the Roosevelt orders with a
^^U.S., Civil Service Commission, Nineteenth Report of the U.S. 
Civil Service Commission (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1902), p. 75.
^^U.S., Civil Service Commission, Twenty-third Annual Report of 
the U.S. Civil Service Commission (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1907), p. 83.
l^Ibid., p. 75.
1 0
Sterling D. Spero, Government as Employer (New York: Remsen
Press, 1948), pp. 134-35.
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regulation of his own. This regulation not only prohibited appeals to 
Congress by Federal employees, but also provided that no employee or 
official should "respond to any request for information from either 
House of Congress, or any committee of either House of Congress, or 
any member of Congress, except through and as authorized by the head 
of his department.
Following an aggressive campaign by the postal employees, with 
assistance from the AFL, legislative relief was achieved for government 
employees and their organizations. It came about as a "rider" to the 
1913 Postal Appropriations Bill. This section has come to be known 
as the Lloyd-La Follette Act.^^ As stated in Chapter I, this Act as 
it finally passed in 1912 has been interpreted to guarantee to Federal 
employees not only the right of petition, but also the right to affili­
ate with the general labor movement.
From 1912 to 1962 Federal employees and their oganizations 
lived with a labor relations system best described as kaleidoscopic. 
While there was a merit system, it did not always afford the employees 
protection; it was not free from discrimination and political pressure; 
it was often sluggish in bringing areas of employment under its coverage. 
There was a lack of central direction and purpose in employee-management 
relations. Internal sparring with agency management brought benefits 
to some employee groups while others received none. Agency management
14
U.S., Civil Service Commission, Twenty-sixth Annual Report 
of the U.S. Civil Service Commission (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1910), pp. 119-120.
^^U.S., Statutes at Large, XXXVII, Part I, 555. The text of 
this Act may be found in Appendix C.
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and the Congress still controlled the employees' real opportunities 
and a shift in the political environment could have serious repercus­
sions. The legislative successes of employees in private industry 
served only to widen the distinction between public and private em­
ployment as government employees were specifically excluded from those 
gains.
Throughout this period though, the employee organizations 
developed one impressive skill which stemmed from the Lloyd-La Follette 
Act. This was their ability in lobbying. Although they were not 
always successful, it was their dominant activity in seeking to further 
their interests.
Executive Order 10988 
On January 17, 1962, President Kennedy issued Executive Order 
10988.^^ The Order was the immediate result of recommendations re­
ceived from the President's Task Force on Employee-Management Relations 
in the Federal Service. From a broader perspective, the Order was the 
culmination of efforts over many years to bring order and direction to 
the area of Government labor-management relations. It caused a shift 
in the Government's position from one of tolerance to one of encourage­
ment of union organization and collective bargaining as a normal way 
of handling its own employer-employee relations. In this sense, employer- 
employee relations in the Federal Service were comparable to the national 
policy regarding private industry.
^^The entire text of the Order appears in Appendix A.
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The program of employee-management cooperation established by 
E. 0. 10988 is designed to increase the efficiency of Government opera­
tions and contribute to the well-being of employees. This is to be 
accomplished by:
(1) Recognizing the right of Federal employees and employee 
organizations to participate in the foundation and implementa­
tion of personnel policies affecting them;
(2) Providing status, recognition, and representation rights 
to employee organizations;
(3) Establishing a system for orderly and constructive rela­
tionships between employee organizations and agency management ; 
and
(4) Defining the respective rights and obligations of employee 
organizations and management officials in dealing with one 
another.17
The manner in which the program develops in a particular agency
or segment of an agency will, of course, depend upon the interaction
of management and the employee organizations. In certain matters (e.g.,
recognition of employee organizations and management prerogatives)
there are specific requirements and responsibilities. In other matters
(e.g., determination of appropriate units and negotiation procedures)
there are no simple formulas or rules to rely on. As the program
develops some issues will, no doubt, become more significant than
others; and the emphasis may shift later due to environmental conditions
and increased experience by the participants in the program. The task
force emphasized a decentralized approach for the new program this way:
In proposing a government wide policy on employee-management 
relations, we are not proposing the establishment of uniform 
governmentwide practices. The great variations among the many
^^U.S., Civil Service Commission, Federal Personnel Manual,
Chapter 711, p. 3.
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agencies of the Government require that each be enabled to devise 
its own particular practices, in cooperation with its own em­
ployees. Our object is to lay down the general policies which 
should guide such efforts.
The Order consists of an introductory statement or preamble 
followed by sixteen sections. In the following discussion selected 
sections of the Order which concern basic employee-management relation­
ships under the new program are examined. It is from these relation­
ships that an effective labor relations program will develop. However, 
these relationships can also be the cause of disagreement and unrest.
Section 1 provides the basic policy statement for the Order. 
Following the recommendation of the task force, this section states 
that Federal employees have the right to join or the right to refrain 
from joining bona fide employee organizations.
In the words of the task force, "Wherever any considerable
number of employees have organized for the purpose of collective dealing,
the attitude of the Government should be that of an affirmative wil-
19
lingness to enter such relations." This basic willingness to deal 
with these organizations should be more than mere "lip service"; it 
should be demonstrated.
Agencies are to maintain a posture of neutrality toward their 
employees’ joining or not joining employee organizations, regardless 
of the recognition an organization may achieve. The initiative must
18Report of the President's Task Force on Employee-Management 
Relations in the Federal Service, A Policy for Employee-Management 
Cooperation in the Federal Service (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1961), p. iv.
l^Ibid., p. 11.
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come from the employees themselves. Neutrality should also extend to
the relationships with competing employee o r g a n i z a t i o n s . ^0
The statement of policy in Section 1(a) is similar to the
language of Section 7 of the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947.
The Order, however, does not permit organizations of Federal employees
the "union security" which may be possible in private enterprises.
The public interest calls for the maintenance of the merit system for
entry and retention in the Federal service. The union shop and the
closed shop are contrary to this concept upon which Federal employment
21is based and are inappropriate to the Federal service. These forms 
of union security are, in effect, prohibited by the provision giving 
each employee the right to join or not to join an employee organization.
Section 1(a) affirms the right of employees not only to join 
but also to assist an employee organization; the right to assist is 
defined to include management of the employee organization and acting 
as its representative. However, there are limits to the assistance 
Federal employees may give and these limits are stated in Section 1(b). 
The groups most likely to be affected are those identifiable as part of 
management. The right to join a lawful organization extends to all 
employees, whether or not engaged in managerial, personnel, or similar 
duties, and may not be restricted by the agencies. But, if management 
and certain other officials were to take an active role in the organi­
zation's affairs (by serving as an officer or representative, etc.).
90
U.S., Civil Service Commission, Attachment to Federal Per­
sonnel Manual Letter No. 700-1, April 24, 1962, p. 2.
^^Federal Personnel Manual, op. cit. , p. 20.
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those activités would be incompatible with official duties and repre-
22sent a conflict of interest. The essential requirement is that no one 
shall be allowed to bargain with himself.
The Order does not give a definition of management. The fol­
lowing general guide has been prepared by the Civil Service Commission 
on what constitutes management for this purpose.
Persons who make or recommend management policies or who direct, 
control, or supervise Government operations or personnel, and those 
associated with or assisting in such direction or control generally 
carry responsibilities incompatible with leadership in an organi­
zation of rank and file employees.
Each agency must decide for itself at what point an individual's 
responsibilities become such that he should not hold office in or 
represent an employee organization. Likewise, each agency, through 
discussions with officials and employee representatives, must decide 
what other circumstances, in the context of its operations, would 
constitute a conflict of interest.
The text of Section 2 sets forth several basic tests an organi­
zation must meet before management may consider it an employee organi­
zation for purposes of the program for employee-management cooperation. 
Whether or not the organization is called a union is of no particular 
significance. The basic purpose of the organization, however, Js 
important. Social, religious and fraternal type organizations may not
22
Task Force Report, op. cit., p. 8.
Z^Attachment to FPM Letter 700-1, op. cit., p. 3.
^^g.S., Civil Service Commission, Bulletin No. 700-6, June 27, 
1962, p. 4.
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be recognized under this program although the views of such groups may
25be considered in matters of interest to their members.
The positive requirements an organization must meet include the 
following :
1. It must be a lawful organization.
2. Its primary purpose must be the improvement of working
conditions among Federal employees. The organization may 
have other lawful objectives but this one is paramount.
3. It is formed voluntarily by employees, not by management.
The prohibited practices which an employee organization must
avoid can best be summarized by a statement from the task force.
In order to be recognized by a Federal department or agency, 
an employee organization must be free of any restrictions or prac­
tices denying membership because of race, color, creed or national 
origin. It must not assert the right to strike against, or advo­
cate the overthrow of the Government of the United States.
A basic difference between the Order and those laws which govern
labor-management relations in private business is that there be no
interruption of government services. Public Law 84-330, August 9,
1955, makes it a felony for Federal employees to strike or assert the
right to strike, or knowingly to belong to an organization that asserts
the right to strike, against the Government of the United States. For
this reason there is the absolute prohibition on strikes.
Provision is made for three forms of recognition: Informal,
fomal, exclusive. The most influential form is exclusive. This type
^^See Section 3(c) (3) of the Order. 
^^Task Force Report, op. cit., p. 13.
32
of recognition is comparable in many respects to the recognition granted
in Section 9(a) of the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947. The
task force found a small number of government activities using the
practice of exclusive recognition and the practice was unanimously recom-
27
mended for adoption by those officials who had had experience with it.
The task force accepted the view that exclusive recognition is justi­
fiable and permits the development of stable and meaningful employee- 
manag ement re1at ions.
The requirements which must be met in order to receive exclusive 
recognition are set forth in Section 6 of the Order. A majority of 
the employees in an appropriate unit must select an employee organi­
zation before it can be granted exclusive recognition. However, nowhere 
in the Order is the term "majority" defined. To give guidance, the 
President's Temporary Committee on the Implementation of the Federal 
Employee-Management Relations Program, provided for in Section 13(b), 
issued the following recommendation;
. . . the Committee considered whether an election to determine 
exclusive representation should be decided by a majority of all 
eligible voters or a majority of those voting. It agreed that 
such elections should be decided by a majority of those voting, 
provided that a representative number of those eligible to vote—  
generally 60 per cent— actually participate. However, any 
election in which an organization receives votes from more than 
50 per cent of the eligible voters would be considered repre­
sentative. 28
The 60 per cent figure is not a rigid rule, but is intended to be a 
guideline to agencies in determining whether the voters are repre­
sentative of the organization's membership.
Z^Task Force Report, op. cit., pp. 14-15.
28u.S., Department of Labor, News Release, April 8, 1962.
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As in the NLRB experience relating to business and industry, 
there is no simple definition of an "appropriate unit" and no easy-to- 
apply rules can be formulated which will remove all uncertainty from 
the process of deciding what unit is "appropriate." Such a determination 
is the responsibility of the agency and should be made on the basis of 
the particular facts in each instance. An appropriate unit, according 
to the task force, is a grouping of employees for purposes of repre­
sentation in collective dealings with management. The kind of grouping
29
on which it is based should permit effective and rational dealing.
The essential quality of such a unit is that its members should have a 
clear and identifiable community of interest, so that it is possible 
for them to deal collectively as a single group.
An organization granted exclusive recognition speaks for all 
the employees of the unit and is the source to which management turns 
when seeking the views of employees on matters of general personnel 
policy and practice. The organization is responsible for representing 
the interests of all employees of the unit without discrimination and 
without regard to membership in the employee organization.
Management must confer with the representatives of the employee 
organization and must, in good faith, attempt to reach agreements and 
to resolve questions arising under existing agreements. The organi­
zation is privileged to be represented at discussions between management 
and employees or employee representatives concerning grievances, per­
sonnel policies and practices, or other matters affecting general working 
conditions of employees in the unit.
29
Task Force Report, op. cit., p. 15.
34
The matters negotiable under exclusive recognition are the same 
type of matters which employers and employee representatives in private 
industry find to discuss concerning working conditions and personnel 
matters. However, the Order does limit the scope of negotiations in 
this section (i.e.. Section 6) and further delimits them in Section 7. 
The agency's mission, its budget, its organization and assignment of 
personnel, and the technology of performing work are specifically pro­
hibited in 6(b). As a general rule, negotiable matter must be within 
administrative discretion; that is, it must be within the authority of 
the manager who is negotiating.
The program of employee-management cooperation provided by the 
Order places emphasis on negotiation at the local level. This permits 
employees to deal through their representatives with activity or 
installation officials who have responsibility for their employment 
and working conditions. The Order has no specific provision relating 
to exclusive recognition at the national level. The Temporary Commit­
tee on Implementation did make this interpretation:
. . . the Executive Order permits exclusive recognition of 
employee organizations at the national or agency-wide level where 
direct responsibility for employee-management relations with 
respect to the employees involved is exercised at that level to 
such a degree that any other unit of recognition would be in­
appropriate.30
In general, such recognition should be granted only in unusual situa­
tions. One such situation is the Post Office Department where exclusive
31recognition is granted at the national level to seven organizations.
on
News Release, op. cit. 
31as of October 31, 1967.
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The requirements set forth in Section 7 establish the general 
boundaries for negotiations and indicate the managerial prerogatives 
that must be retained by agency officials in order to fulfill their 
responsibilities in the management of Federal agencies. Agreements 
between management officials and any employee organizations which have 
been granted exclusive unit recognition must be approved by the respec­
tive agency head or his designated representative. The provisions of 
such agreements are to be applicable to all the employees in the unit 
represented.
Each agreement must also incorporate the specific provisions of 
this section. The rights reserved to management. Section 7(2), must 
be delineated in the agreement. It must be acknowledged that the agree­
ment and the parties to it are subject to all present and future Federal 
laws, regulations, and policies governing Federal employment. This 
does not mean, however, that employee organizations may not have their 
views considered in the formulation of such laws, regulations and 
policies. Employee organizations can present their views on any matter 
to Congress, the President, the Civil Service Commission and their 
respective agencies.
Agencies are not to use Section 7 as a means of perverting the 
program of employee-management cooperation to their own special ad­
vantage. While it is true that this section makes all agreements subject 
to agency regulation, former Secretary of Labor Goldberg stated;
. . . this necessary and logical requirement must not be used 
by Departments or agencies to defeat the object of the new pro­
gram, which is that meaningful negotiations should take place 
between employee organizations and management officials. In other 
words, agencies must not issue agency-wide directives on personnel
36
matters for the principal purpose of preventing negotiations on 
such matters at the local level.^2
Each agency, under the Order is free to establish its own
grievance system and may negotiate specific procedures applicable to
an exclusive unit of recognition as provided for in Section 8. These
procedures are the subject of Chapter IV and will be dealt with there.
Standards of Conduct for Employee Organizations 
and Code of Fair Labor Practices
At the time the Order was issued standards of conduct for the
employee organizations and a code of fair labor practices had not been
formulated. Section 13(a) of the Order directed the Civil Service
Commission and the Department of Labor jointly to prepare these docu-
33
ments which were issued by Presidential memorandum on May 23, 1963.
The Standards and Code were initially suggested by the task force in 
its report to the P r e s i d e n t . T h e  task force felt that if employee 
organizations were to be given a more significant role within the 
Federal Government, they must expect to assume greater responsibilities. 
In addition, the development of employee-management relations in the 
Federal Government would require a clearer and better defined concept 
of management responsibility on the part of government officials.
32
Address by Authur J. Goldberg, Secretary of Labor, before the 
American Federation of Government Employees, Washington, D.C., January 
20, 1962.
^%.S., President, 1961-63 (Kennedy), Memorandum for the Heads 
of Executive Departments and Agencies (Washington: The White House,
May 21, 1963). The entire text of the Standards and Code may be found 
in Appendix B.
^^Task Force Report, op. cit., p. 27.
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In developing the Standards and Code, the experience of industry 
and labor organizations in the private sector provided important sources 
of reference. Laws, rulings, decisions, and concepts from this sphere 
were studied and reviewed. However, the Standards and Code contain 
many other items which are unique to the Federal Service. Congressional 
action, the Civil Service System, and Presidential directives make 
many aspects of labor relations in private industry inappropriate in 
the public service. Therefore, the special requirements of the Federal 
Service had to be followed in determining the nature and application of 
the Standards and Code.
Section 1.1 states that the purpose of the Standards and Code
is :
. . .  to assist in securing the uniform and effective imple­
mentation of the policies, rights, and responsibilities described 
in the Order by fixing more definitely the responsibilities of 
employee organizations and agencies, providing more detailed 
criteria for the protection of rights secured under the Order, and 
establishing procedures in both of these areas which will assume 
a necessary measure of uniformity within the Executive Branch 
of the Federal Government.
The emphasis, however, is on informal and cooperative resolution of
differences rather than resort to formal procedures. The President, in
his memorandum of May 21, 1963, stated:
. . .  it should, of course, be emphasized that primary 
reliance must be placed on informal settlement of differences and 
disputes by discussions between the parties. The procedures pro­
vided in the Standards and Code are intended to supplement such 
informal discussions and procedures, not to replace them.^^
The Standards apply to every employee organization accorded or 
seeking recognition in every agency subject to the Order. Adoption or
35
Presidential Memorandum, May 21, 1963, op. cit.
38
subscription to the Standards is normally sufficient evidence that the 
employee organization is free from the corrupt influences described in 
Section 3(a) of the O r d e r . I t  is not the purpose of the Standards to 
tell employee organizations how to conduct their business, but to pro­
tect the interest of the Government. The standards which must be 
adopted and subscribed to are listed in Section 2.2.
The Code, like the Standards, applies to all agencies and
37
employee organizations subject to E.G. 10988. It deals with fair 
labor practices; it does not pertain to ethical and democratic practices 
covered by the Standards.
Section 3.2(a) of the Code lists six prohibited practices by 
agency management and Section 3.2(b) lists five prohibited practices by 
employee organizations. There are similarities between the "prohibited 
practices" of the Code and the "unfair labor practices" contained in 
Section 8(a) and (b) of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947. How­
ever, there is no direct relationship, implied or intended. That Act, 
as well as interpretations of its provisions by the courts and the 
National Labor Relations Board, does not apply to provisions of the
Code. The Federal government is specifically excluded from that Act's 
38coverage.
The Code prescribes that each agency must provide procedures 
for the processing of complaints relating to unfair labor practices.
36
Standards of Conduct, Section 2.4(a).
3^Code of Fair Labor Practices, Section 3.1. 
^^Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, Section 2(2)
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Existing grievance or appeals procedures may be used or modified to 
cover unfair labor practice complaints. Each agency should issue in­
structions indicating which classes of complaints are to be processed 
under a given procedure. This procedure then becomes the exclusive 
procedure for the processing of such complaints. Where some unfair 
labor practice complaints are not covered by the agency’s grievance or 
appeals machinery, the Code provides a system for handling such com­
plaints. In these cases, agencies are to seek informal resolution or
39
adjustments where possible.
Executive Order 10988 and its companion documents, the Standards 
and Code, represent one of the most far-reaching and significant 
advances in the Federal personnel system in recent times. Employees 
are given the right to join an employee organization or to refrain from 
joining, if that is their preference. Employees, acting as a group 
through their elected representatives, have an opportunity for greater 
participation in the making of policies that affect their employment.
The responsibilities of managers to manage, to conduct their agency's 
business efficiently, and to be mindful of the public interest are 
defined. The roles and responsibilities of employee organizations in 
dealing with Federal agencies are more clearly defined than ever before. 
The changes that have been created are not revolutionary, but evolu­
tionary; the full impact is yet to be realized.
39
Code of Fair Labor Practices, Section 3.3.
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Implementation
Executive Order 10988 leaves to the administrators of each 
agency broad discretion to establish and carry out the program for 
employee-management cooperation in the way best suited to the needs of 
the agency and its employees. This principle of decentralization per­
mits flexibility in approach and provides an opportunity for meaningful 
consultation by the affected parties. Both management and the employee 
organizations must accept responsibility for developing and maintaining 
a basis of understanding and confidence which will enable the program 
to operate. Implementation is more than a beginning act at some point 
in time, although this is certainly necessary. It is a continuous, 
maturative process which gives practical effect to the intent of the 
Order.
The months following the signing of the Order were active ones 
for all agencies. Section 10 of the Order provided that the new pro­
gram was to be completely operational within six months. Agency staffs 
set to work immediately to develop and issue policies and regulations 
appropriate to the program. In his report to the President on the 
first anniversary of the Order, Chairman Macy of the Civil Service Com­
mission stated that almost every agency had issued policies and regula­
tions under the O r d e r . A l t h o u g h  some delays had occurred, further 
consultation had worked out these problems.
Shortly after the issuance of the Order, a special orientation 
meeting was held for top agency executives. At this meeting the purposes
40
Letter from John W. Macy, Jr., Chairman, Civil Service Com­
mission, to the President, January 17, 1963.
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of the new program were explained by the Secretary of Labor and the
41
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission. Following this, the Civil 
Service Commission organized and conducted a series of two-day workshops 
for agency management and personnel officials in the Washington area. 
More than two hundred persons attended from forty different agencies.
In addition to participation in Commission-sponsored programs, many 
agencies published informational materials and training guides specially 
adapted to their individual needs. Some agencies worked out arrange­
ments with universities for special labor relations courses to be made 
available to their managerial personnel. One such program was a co­
operative effort between the University of Oklahoma and the Post Office 
Department from January 6 to February 2, 1963. Entitled "Transition to 
Union Recognition," this joint venture involved four weekly conferences 
at the University which were attended by more than 600 postmasters and 
postal administrators from all over the United States.
Much of the agency activity during the early months of the 
program, other than policy development and training, involved estab­
lishing relationships with employee organizations. The initial step 
in this process was the determination of units which would be appro­
priate for representational purposes. Agencies, exercising their 
authority to define units, established all types: many were defined
only by the limits of an activity or installation, while others fol­
lowed craft or occupational lines.
U.S., Civil Service Commission, Bureau of Programs and 
Standards, Progress in Employee-Management Cooperation in the Federal 
Service, February, 1963, p. 6.
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Unit determination was perhaps the most complex aspect of early 
implementation. Because of the importance of these determinations to 
both employee organizations and management, these decisions did not come 
easily. Experience in the private sector had earlier shown this to be 
a critical area. To management, the decision has vital importance in 
terms of efficiency of communication, the practicality of negotiation, 
and the consistency of policy application. To a given employee organi­
zation, the unit decision can sometimes affect the opportunity to achieve 
recognition. As previously indicated there are no easy-to-apply 
rules under the Order.
Following these initial decisions regarding the units to be 
established for representational purposes, agencies turned their atten­
tion to determining the eligibility of employee organizations and the 
degree of recognition to which they were entitled. Consistent with the 
provisions of the Order and utilizing the advice and assistance of the 
Civil Service Commission and the Department of Labor, the agencies dealt 
with requests for recognition from the various national and local 
employee organizations. Chairman Macy reported to the President that 
in 1962 the agencies had granted exclusive recognition to sixty-one 
employee organizations, almost all at the local level. In addition, 
nine written agreements were completed and reported. These did not in­
clude twenty-six agreements entered into prior to the Order by the 
Tennessee Valley Authority and the Department of Interior.
By May 1965, agencies reported that they had granted exclusive 
recognition in 808 instances, exclusive of the Post Office Department 
which had some 24,121 local grants of exclusive recognition! A total
43
of 429 agreements had also been n e g o t i a t e d . T h e  number of exclusive
units in 1966 rose to 1,170 with 598 negotiated agreements. This does
not include the thousands of local exclusive units and supplemental
agreements in the Post Office Department. In 1966, of the 1,054,000
employees in exclusive units, 620,000 were in the Post Office Department.
Statistics revealed that ninety per cent of postal employees and twenty-
one per cent of other Federal employees had exclusive representation.
Union membership in the Federal agencies had risen from thirty-three
per cent of the work force in 1961 to about thirty-seven per cent. It
was further indicated that 111 different employee organizations held
some form of recognition under the Order.
By November, 1967, forty-five per cent of all Federal employees
under the Order had exclusive recognition. Of the 1,238,748 employees
covered, the Post Office Department still had the largest number of
44employees in exclusive units.
In addition to the formulation of policies, the initiation of 
various training programs, and the recognition of employee organizations, 
much time and effort was expended in collective bargaining and the 
negotiation of agreements. Once these agreements had been entered into 
under the new program of labor relations, the attention of all concerned
42
U.S., Civil Service Commission, Bulletin No. 711-9, October 1, 
1965, p. 1.
^^Vern Gill, "Labor-Management Relations," Civil Service Journal, 
Vol. 7, No. 3 (January-March, 1967), p. 16.
4^U.S., Civil Service Commission, Federal News Clip Sheet,
No. 67, April, 1968.
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was then directed at their daily administration and the maintenance of 
an effective employee-management relationship.
CHAPTER III
THE POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT AND 
POSTAL EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS
Government organizations are in many respects similar to their 
counterparts in private industry. They involve numbers of people 
interacting in various kinds of formal structures, applying an assort­
ment of skills to produce a variety of services and/or products. The 
public employee is a product of the same socio-economic culture which 
provides employees for all types of enterprises. In many instances, 
the work performed by those employed in public service is very similar 
to that of their fellow-citizens in private industry. Due to these and 
other similarities, the contention that Government, as a social insti­
tution, should receive special consideration and exercise special rights 
as an employer is a concession which has been questioned in the past 
and still is today.
There are, however, some special and peculiar areas of govern­
ment employment and service which have no counterpart outside the 
Government. One large and important such undertaking is the Postal 
Service. The operations of the Post Office Department reach into 
every corner of the land. Its workers operate alone or in small groups 
in the sparsely populated areas and in huge metropolitan offices
45
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employing thousands. It is not a compact industrial group, but a cross- 
section of the entire population of the United States.
To better comprehend the employee-management relations environ­
ment of the Post Office Department, this chapter provides an examination 
of two kinds of organizations which involve postal personnel. First, 
an examination will be made of the formal organization of the Depart­
ment as it has evolved during its existence. Various factors which 
have influenced changes in the organization will be noted. Next, the 
development and growth of several of the organized groups of employees 
in the Department will be presented. Finally, some of the events and 
issues which have affected working relationships between employees and 
Department management will be discussed.
The Department
The Post Office Department is the official body which administers 
the United States postal system. Postal services were initiated by 
the Continental Congress in 1775. Following the adoption of the Con­
stitution in 1789, Congress exercised its power under Article 1, Section 
8 and established the Office of the Postmaster General under the Treasury 
Department.^ The initial organization was small. It consisted of the
2
Postmaster General, an assistant, one clerk, and seventy-five postmasters.
Act of September 22, 1789. Since that time numerous laws 
establishing the regulating operations of the Department have been 
passed. The main body of these laws is contained in Title 39 of the 
United States Code.
^Letter of John Habersham, Postmaster General, to the House of 
Representatives, January 8, 1799, American State Papers, Post Office 
Department, Vol. 1, 1st Congress, 2nd Session to 22d Congress, June 22, 
1790— February, 1833, Serial No. 027, p. 6.
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Postal employment began to grow rapidly. By 1810 the number of
3
personnel in the Department exceeded two thousand. Up to 1917, more 
than half of all paid civilian employees of the Federal Government 
were in the Post Office Department. From World War I to 1935, employ­
ment in the Department was in excess of forty per cent of the total 
Federal employment. Until 1941 the Department was the largest single
employing agency of the Government. Since that time it has been the
4
largest non-defense activity in Government. In fiscal year 1968 
employment exceeded 730,000.^
The growth in the number of personnel has been paralleled by 
a similar growth in the number of services provided by the Department. 
Initially the work of the Department involved only the handling of 
letters and newspapers from one post office to another. This mail was 
transported by stage and horseback. In later years, waterways (1813), 
railroads (1838), and airplanes (1918) became important modes of mail 
transportation.
Some of the mail services which have been instituted over the 
years are listed below with the year the service was initiated.
3
Letter of Gideon Granger, Postmaster General, to the House of 
Representatives, February 20, 1810, Ibid., p. 141.
^u.S., Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of the United 
States, Colonial Times to 1957, p. 710; Historical Statistics of the 
United States, Continuation to 1962 and Revisions, p. 96; and Statisti­
cal Abstract of the United States 1967, p. 408.
^ U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General, 1968 (Washington; U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968), 
p. 192.
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1847 Postage Stamps 1913 Parcel post, insurance
1855 Registered mail and C.O.D. service
1863 City delivery service 1918 Air mail
1873 Postal cards 1920 Metered postage
1885 Special delivery 1948 Air parcel post
1896 Rural delivery 1955 Certified mail service
In addition to the collecting, processing, and delivering of normal 
civilian and military mail, the Department handles the franked mail of 
Congress, the penalty mail of all Government agencies, and provides 
special mail service for the blind.
The growth in mail services is reflected in mail volume informa­
tion. In 1847, the earliest record available, 124 million pieces of 
mail were handled by the Department. In 1968 mail volume had reached 
79.5 billion pieces. On a per capita basis, this meant that each person 
received an average of 397 pieces of mail during the year.^
Over the years, many non-mail functions have been added to the 
Post Office Department. Among these are:
1. Selling savings bonds, migratory bird hunting stamps, 
documentary stamps, money orders,
2. Reporting alien addresses,
3. Providing building space and related services to other agencies,
4. Handling Civil Service functions not related to Post Office 
personnel,
5. Segregating plants and food from mail for quarantines,
6. Displaying FBI and recruiting posters.
^Ibid., pp. 224-229 and 153.
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7. Providing income tax, export, and customs forms and informa­
tion,
8. Participating in various surveys for other agencies, and
9. Operating the postal savings system (from 1911-1966).
These services are in addition to the regular mail services and fall 
within the administration and work requirements of postal personnel.
As the Nation grew and moved westward postal facilities expanded. 
The high point was reached in 1901 when there were 76,945 post offices 
in operation.^ Through consolidations and new methods of operation 
the number of post offices has declined every year since. In 1968 
there were 32,260 post offices in operation in the United States, the
g
District of Columbia, and eight territories.
In addition to the growth in personnel, services, and facilities, 
another factor has had an effect upon the Department organization. This 
has to do with the highly political nature of the Department. From its 
inception the Department has operated under the influence of a patronage 
system. The political prestige of the Postmaster General grew to such 
a point in the early years that in 1827 Postmaster General John McLean 
felt his patronage was probably greater than any other office of the
9
Government. By 1829 there were more than eight thousand postmasters. 
When the mail contractors and Department clerks were included, more
^Ibid., pp. 224-229.
^Ibid., pp. 198-199.
^Dorothy Ganfield Fowler, The Cabinet Politician (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1943), p. 1.
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than 18,000 offices were dependent for their appointments solely upon 
the Postmaster General.
In 1829, the newly elected President, Andrew Jackson, invited 
the Postmaster General to become a member of the President's Cabinet.
Why Jackson made the change is a matter of speculation. Some indicated 
he desired more control over the General Post Office, as it was then 
called, and could use it for political purposes. Others stated he 
simply recognized its growing importance.
At this time the structure of the Department was that of a 
basic line organization. It consisted of three divisions headquartered 
in Washington which administered the activities of the local post 
offices scattered throughout the country. The first division was 
responsible for finance and accounting, the second for the establish­
ment, regulation and supervision of the post offices, and the third
12dealt with mail contracts and transportation.
In 1836 Congress passed a postal reorganization bill. This 
bill declared the Department to be an independent establishment in the 
executive branch of the Government. The bill also provided for some 
restriction of the power of the Postmaster General. Postmaster appoint­
ments at the larger offices were turned over to the President, with
^°Ibid.. p. 7.
l^Ibid., pp. 1-2.
12
Report of Postmaster General William T. Barry to Mr. Johnson, 
of Kentucky, Chairman, Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads, 
January 26, 1830, American State Papers, op. cit. , pp. 222-223.
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the advice and consent of the Senate. These came to be called 
Presidential postmasters.
Some decentralization was also provided for in the bill.
Local postmasters, who numbered more than eleven thousand, were given 
direct responsibility in dealing with the mail contractors in their 
areas.
One other change, which has remained to the present, dealt with 
the finances of the Department. Up to 1836 the operations of the De­
partment were to be financed out of its revenues. The new law provided 
for all postal revenues to be paid directly to the Treasury. This 
required the Department to submit an annual expense budget which then 
was to be appropriated by Congress.
This law serves to point up another factor which affects the 
Post Office Department. As a cabinet department it is subject to change 
by forces outside the Department. Among these are the Congress, the 
President, and to some extent other government agencies. The influence 
exercised by these forces amounts to a preemption of decision-making 
which normally would be exercised by management in the Department. It 
is not implied that such influence is exerted in an arbitrary or 
capricious manner. It does, however, dull the initiative of management 
operating in an environment of increasing legislative and regulatory 
restrictions.
At the turn of the century the Department was a large organi­
zation. Old services had expanded and new services had been implemented. 
Facilities had increased to the point that more than 75,000 post offices
^^Act of July 2, 1836.
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were in o p e r a t i o n . O f  this number only 4,000 were classified as 
Presidential offices. Employment at this time exceeded 135,000.^^ 
Organizationally, the Department had developed into a two-layer, highly 
centralized structure. At the top in Washington, a myriad of activ­
ities was divided among four major division heads. At the bottom the
75,000 independent post offices performed their daily services with 
little supervision except through written reports to and directives 
from the heads of the Department. The system was slow and cumbersome 
and Washington was generally unfamiliar with local conditions in the 
field.
Postal management was not unaware of its condition. Postmasters
General Wanamaker (1889-1893), Bissell (1893-1895), and Wilson (1895-
1897) submitted reports to the President and Congress which strongly
advocated changes in the organization. Each suggested decentralized
and more businesslike operations. Wilson likened the Department to a
great and growing army in which each private soldier "reported directly
to the commanding general, received orders from him, and had little
„16
other supervision than what was possible from army headquarters.
That the Postmasters General did not act on their own reflected the 
feeling that the prerogative to make changes lay outside the Department.
The patronage practices of the Department further compounded 
the organizational problems. From 1789-1901, thirty-nine different
^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1907 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1908), p. 127.
^%istorial Statistics of the United States, loc. cit.
^^U.S., Civil Service Commission, Thirteenth Report of Civil 
Service Commission 1896 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1897), p. 11.
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Postmasters General served in twenty-five Presidential administrations 
(Cleveland in office t w i c e ) . A t  the postmaster level, the turnover 
of personnel, due primarily to the extensive use of patronage, seems 
without parallel. One study revealed that from 1829-1901 (1856
18
statistics missing), 430,206 postmasters were removed or resigned.
In addition, thousands of clerks and carriers suffered similar fates 
under patronage practices, although no statistics are available.
It is difficult to imagine how organizational stability could 
be maintained under such conditions. The Pendleton Civil Service Act 
of 1883 provided patronage relief for some postal employees. Sub­
sequent extensions have brought more and more personnel under its 
coverage and this has provided some remedy to the problem.
The organizational structure of the Department remained rela­
tively unchanged until the Hoover Commission work in the late 1940's.
The four major areas of administration in Washington did, however, 
begin to reflect more distinct areas of activity: post office opera­
tions and personnel, transportation of the mail, finance, and equipment 
and f a c i l i t i e s . E a c h  area with its many divisions and sub-divisions 
continued to be operated in a centralized manner and the manifold 
administrators in Washington dealt directly and independently with 
the local post offices in the field.
In 1943, Postmaster General Frank Walker attempted a geographical 
decentralization with respect to post office operations. An intermediate
l^The average tenure for this period was less than three years. 
l^Fowler, op. cit., pp. 305-307.
l^u.S., Office of War Information, U. S. Government Organiza­
tion Manual-Summer 1943 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1943), pp. 156-258.
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level of supervision was interposed between the Washington headquarters 
and the post offices in the field. His successor, however, dis­
continued the plan in 1948 because he believed the old functional
20
approach was more efficient.
The Eightieth Congress in 1947 took a constructive step which 
dealt with the problems of organization and administration in the 
Department. Public Law 162 created the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of Government, more commonly known as the Hoover 
Commission. The Commission contracted with Robert Heller and Associ­
ates, Inc., to investigate and recommend a constructive program for 
the improvement of the top management organization structure and pro­
cedures, and of the general administration of the Post Office Department.
The basic organizational structure which the Heller firm inves­
tigated appeared as follows :
Postmaster General
Postmaster General's Staff— assisted the Postmaster General 
in coordination of management affairs. This group con­
sisted of eight of the ten major offices which reported to 
the Postmaster General (the four Assistant Postmasters 
General, Comptroller, Director of Budget and Administrative 
Planning, Chief Post Office Inspector, and Chief Clerk 
and Director of Personnel).
21
20
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1949 (Washington; U.S. Government Printing Office, 1949), p. 8.
91
U.S., The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, Task Force Report on the Post Office (Appendix I), 
January 1949 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1949), pp.
iii-vii.
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Bureau of the First Assistant Postmaster General— responsible 
for the general management of the post offices of the 
country, a function carried out by correspondence directly 
between Bureau officials in Washington and the individual 
postmasters.
Bureau of the Second Assistant Postmaster General— responsible 
for the movement of mail and transportation facilities to 
be used within the United States and between the United 
States and foreign countries. Instructions regarding the 
handling of foreign mails were issued to postmasters direct 
from the Bureau.
Bureau of the Third Assistant Postmaster General— responsible 
for general supervision of the financial operations of the 
postal service including supervision of the postal savings 
system, the manufacture and distribution of stamps, cards 
and envelopes, and other miscellaneous money services. 
Postmasters received instructions from this Bureau by 
general orders or written instructions.
Bureau of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General— responsible 
for the supervision and distribution of equipment and sup­
plies, and the administration and operation of postal 
quarters. Control of field operations was carried out 
by means of general orders and written instructions from 
Washington to the postmasters.
In addition, there were six major offices in Washington which primarily 
provided service functions only. These were the Comptroller, Chief
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Clerk and Director of Personnel, Director of Budget and Administrative
Planning, Chief Inspector, Solicitor, and Purchasing Agent (the last
22
two were not members of the Postmaster General's staff). Some
1,800 people were employed in the numerous divisions and sections
which existed in the various Bureaus and Offices. The next level
below the Washington headquarters was the field service consisting
of 42,000 independent post offices.
The investigators noted the high degree to which general
management was centralized. With few exceptions the postmasters were
responsible solely to Washington and all orders to postmasters came
direct from there. The Commission noted that repeated recommendations
had been made over the years for the decentralization of management,
as in private business, in order to provide better coordination and
administration of the field service. The Commission also observed that
23
there had been no basic change in the Department since 1836.
The philosophy of Department management was characterized by 
the Commission as sluggish, irresolute, and wasteful, rather than imagin­
ative, decisive, and cost conscious. Because of patronage practices, 
management lacked continuity and had little incentive for self-improvement. 
Due to control exercised by the Congress and some regulatory bodies, 
postal officials had tended to abdicate responsibility for operating 
results beyond adherence to legislation, regulation, and appropri­
ations.^^
^^Ibid., pp. 3-6. 
23lbid., p. 11. 
^^Ibid.. p. 33.
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In the Commission's Post Office Department report to the Congress, 
five of the nine recommendations dealt with changes in the management 
structure. These were:
1. We recommend that the Postmaster General should remain a 
Cabinet office appointed by the President and confirmed by 
the Senate, but should not be an official of a political 
party, such as Chairman of a National Committee.
2. We recommend that there should be a Director of Posts 
under the Postmaster General who should be appointed by 
the President without term and confirmed by the Senate.
3. We recommend that the Postal Service should be decentralized 
into 15 regions under the Regional Directors of Posts and 
District Superintendents.
4. We recommend that there should be appointed by the President 
a national board of seven advisors serving part time and 
representing the different elements of the public.
5. We recommend that the confirmation of Postmasters by the 
Senate should be a b o l i s h e d .
Recommendation 1 was carried out by the President before the 
report was submitted. Recommendation 2 was implemented on October 2,
1949 with the appointment of a Deputy Postmaster General. Postmaster 
General Donaldson, a career man in the Postal Service, expressed his 
feelings regarding Recommendation 3 this way:
Recommendation 3 is not approved. I feel strongly that decen­
tralization of authority would mean greatly increased costs without 
compensating benefits. . . It is not the first time this recom­
mendation has been made.26
25
U.S., The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, The Post Office, A Report to the Congress, February 
1949 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1949), pp. 8-10.
^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1950 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1950),
p. 12.
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Recommendation 4 was fulfilled when the Senate confirmed the board in 
27
September of 1950. Recommendation 5 was approved by the Department
28and forwarded to Congress for its consideration.
No major organizational changes occurred for four years. When 
Postmaster General Authur E. Summerfield took office as President 
Eisenhower's appointee, he broke with the past practices of Postmasters 
General and selected a team of managers from the top echelons of pri-
oq
vate industry rather than from the ranks of prominent politicians.
In addition, he engaged the Heller firm as consultants.
One of the first steps undertaken by the new postal management 
team was to redistribute existing functions among the major bureaus in 
order to bring related activities together and eliminate overlapping and 
duplication of activities. Each of the bureaus was put under an exec­
utive director with two assistant directors. The various divisions 
within each bureau were grouped under the two assistants. Each division 
was headed by a director who might have one or more assistants. This
layering of supervision continued downward through the organizational 
30
structure.
27ibid., pp. 11-13.
28
President Johnson's Commission on Postal Organization made a 
similar recommendation in 1968. In February, 1969, President Nixon and 
Postmaster General Blount announced an end to politically oriented 
appointments. The recommendation was fully implemented by the Postal 
Reorganization Act, August 12, 1970 (Public Law 91-375, Section 1002).
^^William C. Doherty, Mailman U.S.A. (New York: David McKay
Company, Inc., 1960), p. 242.
30u.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1953 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1953),
pp. 3-4.
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Then on November 24, 1953, Recommendation 3 of the Hoover Com­
mission regarding regionalization was implemented. On that date the
first of fifteen projected regional offices was opened at Cincinnati,
31
Ohio. The last of the regional offices was opened in 1956. The 
regional offices, under the supervision of the Bureau of Operations, 
operated through a total of ninety-one district offices, the number 
varying from six to nine for each region. A typical region consisted 
of three states, contained 3,000 post offices, branches and stations, 
and had about 5,000 city delivery routes, 2,000 rural routes, and
33,000 employees.
The purpose of regionalization was to effect decentralization 
of management in the Department. Everyday problems arising in the 
operation of the postal installations of the country were to be settled 
at the local level or at the district office level. More difficult 
problems were to be referred to the regional offices. Only those 
problems involving major policy decisions were to be referred to Wash­
ington for action. Headquarters would be concerned only with the 
formulation of policy and the overall supervision of the Post Office 
Department. A by-product of the regional program was that in the event 
of a national disaster or catastrophe all the authority would not be 
concentrated in one city.
One of the recommendations which the Heller firm had made in 
1948 to the Hoover Commission was to establish a single Bureau of
33-u.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1954 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 19540, p. 2.
32u.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1955 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1955), pp.
5-6.
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Personnel responsible for fixing all personnel policies. In July of 
1953 Summerfield secured Congressional authorization for an additional 
Assistant Postmaster General to direct the personnel function, and on 
December 2, 1953 the first Assistant Postmaster General for Personnel
OO
was appointed. This was the first time that any Government agency
had ranked the civilian personnel administration function at the
Assistant Secretary level. By comparison, private industry for many
years had considered the function important enough that many companies
had vice-presidents in charge of personnel administration or labor 
34
relations.
In May, 1958, the field service was again realigned. The dis­
trict offices were discontinued and Field and Mobile Services Officers 
were attached to the staffs of the regional offices. These became the 
traveling representatives in the regions and were to spend their time
in the field assisting the postmasters and other field managers in
35solving their day-to-day problems.
In 1961 and 1962 the supervision of the regional offices was 
transferred from the Bureau of Operations to the Office of Regional 
Administration under the direct command of the Postmaster General.
33
Postmaster General's Report 1954, op. cit., p. 3.
^^Arthur E. Summerfield, U.S. Mail (New York: Holt, Rinehart,
and Wilson, 1960), p. 213.
OC
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1958 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1958),
p. 5.
^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1963 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963),
p. 126.
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Headquarters bureaus and other offices continued, however, to provide 
functional and technical guidance and assistance to the field service.
On July 5, 1966 the Office of Research and Engineering, estab­
lished in 1956, was upgraded to the Bureau of Research and Engineering
and a sixth Assistant Postmaster General was authorized to head this 
37activity. This bureau was given responsibility to accelerate the
mechanization and modernization of the Nation's postal system.
The present postal organization basically consists of three
levels. The first is the Department Headquarters in Washington. At
this level the Postmaster General, as head, is assisted by the Deputy
Postmaster General, six Assistant Postmasters General, each heading a
Bureau, and by a General Counsel and Chief Postal Inspector. All but
the last, who is named by the Postmaster General, are nominated by the
President and confirmed by the Senate. The six Bureaus are: Finance
and Administration, Personnel, Operations, Transportation, Facilities,
and Research and Engineering. The Bureau of the Chief Postal Inspector
and the Office of the General Counsel serve in a staff capacity to the
Office of the Postmaster General and Deputy Postmaster General to which
all Bureaus report. The functions of these Bureaus and Offices, with
respect to their particular activities, involves program planning and
administrative direction and the establishment of policies, procedures
and standards. Approximately 2,500 persons are employed in the Depart- 
00
ment Headquarters.
37
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1966 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966),
pp. vii-viii.
38Postmaster General's Report 1968, op. cit., pp. 140, 192.
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The second organizational level is the upper part of the postal 
field service. It consists of fifteen regional offices, each headed by 
a Regional Director who reports to the Postmaster General. The Regional 
Directors are assisted by a Deputy Regional Driector and six Division 
Directors. The Divisions are organized along a format similar to that 
of the Headquarters Bureaus. These Divisions are: Controller, Indus­
trial Relations, Postal Operations, Postal Service Officer, Trans­
portation, and Engineering and Facilities. The Directors, together 
with their officers and staff, are responsible for the efficient oper­
ation of all post offices within their assigned regions in accordance 
with prescribed policies, procedures and standards. In 1968 some 32,000
post offices reported to the fifteen Regional Directors, an average of
39more than 2,100 postmasters to each director.
The third level involves the local field service, the post 
offices, branches and stations. Post offices are headed by a postmaster 
and their organizational complexity depends upon their size. Post 
offices are classified into four classes based on income revenue units. 
Stations and branches are installations established, respectively, 
within or without the corporate limits of the city or town in which the 
main post office is l o c a t e d . T a b l e  1 shows the number of postal in­
stallations in operation by the Department in 1968.
Since 1938 the selection of candidates for postmasters has been 
limited to a list approved by the Civil Service Commission based upon
39lbid., pp. 140, 199.
^^Interview with J. Franklin Baxter, Postmaster, Ruston,
Louisiana.
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TABLE 1
NUMBER OF POST OFFICES BY CLASS, 
BRANCHES AND STATIONS 
JUNE 30, 1968
Post Offices
1st class 4,860
2nd class 7,209
3rd class 12,905
Total Presidential 24,974
4 th class 7,286
Total Post Offices 32,260
Branches and Stations 11,671
Total Postal Installations 43,931
Source: Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Post­
master General 1968 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1968), pp. 198-199.
merit examinations. This method has lessened the appointment of un­
qualified officials, but the choice usually results in appointments
from the political party in p o w e r . A  recent study has shown how
42
favored candidates can be qualified under the law. Career-service 
employees can be appointed and, indeed, some are. From 1959-1967,
9,722 postmaster jobs were filled; however, nearly two-thirds of the 
appointees were not career-service e m p l o y e e s . O n e  limiting factor in 
qualifying for a postmaster's job is that the postmaster must reside 
within his office's own delivery area prior to appointment. This
U.S., The Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch 
of the Government, The Post Office, A Report to the Congress, February 
1949 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1949), p. 10.
^^U.S., The President's Commission on Postal Organization, 
June, 1968, Towards Postal Excellence (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1968), pp. 40-41.
^^Ibid., p. 106.
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restricts the number of available candidates and prevents the transfer 
of successful postmasters into vacancies occurring in larger cities.
Generally speaking, each functional area in a post office has 
a counterpart at the regional level and at Headquarters. While all 
individuals in the organization are responsible to their immediate 
superiors, they receive and/or seek advice and technical guidance from 
their counterparts. The superior-subordinate relationship is referred 
to as administrative direction, and the advice and guidance relation­
ship is referred to as functional guidance. Figure 1 illustrates the 
general organizational structure of the Department and shows the basic 
administrative and functional relationships.
The organizational structure of the Post Office Department 
today is the result of many forces at work for almost two hundred years, 
As the body which administers the United States postal system, the 
Department has attempted to respond to diverse political ideologies, 
changing technology, and a variety of administrative philosophies. 
Management authority is constrained and fragmented by an involved set 
of postal laws and regulations imposed by the President, the Congress 
and by other government agencies.
Continuity of personnel in key administrative positions has 
not been satisfactory. Any large private enterprise would find it 
difficult to operate successfully with such a turnover in top manage­
ment, particularly if many of the key positions were filled from 
outside, as is often the case in the Post Office Department. From 
1901-1968 there have been twenty Postmasters General. During this 
period there have been four major Assistant Postmasters General
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positions. Using recent designations of Operations, Transportation, 
Finance, and Facilities to correspond to the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th 
Assistant Postmasters General designations of earlier years, the fol­
lowing number of different individuals served in these positions 
during the 1901-1968 period:
1st Assistant (Operations) - 21 
2nd Assistant (Transportation) - 20 
3rd Assistant (Finance) - 15 
4th Assistant (Facilities) - 14^4
The organization retains many of its early patterns of centrali­
zation and autonomy of operations within the various Bureaus and 
Offices. Much of this has resulted from the system of communication 
basic to the Department. Various policies, procedures and regulations 
originating at Headquarters in the form of bulletins, letters and other 
directives are gradually incorporated into the Postal Manual. The 
Postal Manual is, to postal employees, the reference source for all 
decisions to be made regarding the administration of postal affairs.
It is intended to be a self-contained guide covering all forseeable 
contingencies. The various tasks, and positions to carry them out, 
are well defined and the sequence of activities to be followed is spelled 
out. The postal system is thus steered and controlled from the top.
Employee Organizations 
The Post Office Department, in January, 1968, employed about
640,000 workers in the postal field service in seven broad occupational
44Postmaster General's Report 1968, op. cit. , pp. 241-244.
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categories. An additional 76,000 personnel were employed in support 
and managerial positions. Table 2 shows the number of employees in 
each category and the percentage that each group represents of the total 
work force.
Since the work force is characterized by occupational crafts, 
the postal unions have primarily developed on a craft basis. As 
previously stated, the postal labor organizations are among the oldest 
in the American labor movement. Although they differ in many respects, 
their objectives and methods are much the same as labor organizations 
in private industry.
Postal employees belong to nine rank and file organizations.
In addition, there are three organizations representing managerial 
personnel. In the following discussion each of these groups is pre­
sented with a statement about the craft it represents, a brief history 
of the organization, and recent information on membership.
National Association of Letter Carriers, AFL-CIO
The letter carrier craft came into being on July 1, 1863, when 
Congress authorized and the Department inaugurated free city delivery 
s e r v i c e . L e t t e r  carriers sort mail for their own delivery routes and 
effect delivery either on foot or by various mechanized means. Since 
their work is performed individually and outdoors, letter carriers receive
Since the organizations provide for various forms of member­
ship, such as associate, retired, and honorary, reported membership does 
not necessarily mean that all are actively employed in their occupational 
crafts. Moreover, some organizations have members who are not em­
ployed in the Post Office Department.
^^Act of March 3, 1863.
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TABLE 2
POSTAL EMPLOYMENT BY OCCUPATION AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 
OF TOTAL WORK FORCE, JANUARY 12, 1968
Occupation Number Percentage
Field Service
Clerks 308,078 43.0
City Carriers 195,386 27.3
Rural Carriers 49,070 6.9
Mailhandlers, et.al. 47,565 6.6
Maintenance Employees 22,473 3.1
Motor Vehicle Employees 11,433 1.6
Special Delivery Messengers 5,540 .8
Total Field Service 639,545 89.3
Support and Management Personnel
Postmasters 31,976 4.5
Supervisors 34,846 4.9
Headquarters and others^ 9,603 1.3
Total Support and Management 76,425 10.7
Grand Total 715,970 100.0
^Headquarters, Regional and Data Center employees. Inspection 
Service, and other service functions.
SOURCE: The President's Commission on Postal Organization,
June, 1968, Towards Postal Excellence, p. 16. (Wash­
ington: U.S. Government Printing Office)
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less direct supervision than many other crafts. They are, perhaps, the 
most homogeneous group in the postal service: all letter carriers
engage in the same kind of work regardless of size or location of 
their post office.
For many years carriers were political appointees. Job security
was based on the continued success of their patron at the polls. They
were, therefore, active participants in local politics contributing
both time and money. Such conditions made it difficult for the ideas
47
of trade unionism to develop. The passage of the Civil Service Act 
in 1883 and participation in several national labor issues changed all 
this and pointed out the need for some form of permanent organization 
to channel action on the part of the carriers.
When Grant was President (1869-1877) he insisted that the men 
who had served in the militia under him be given preference in the assign­
ment of letter carrier jobs. By the 1880's most letter carriers were 
veterans of the Union Army. This common relationship provided the means 
for some one hundred carriers representing thirteen states to meet 
under the cover of the annual encampment of the Grand Army of the 
Republic in 1889; here they formed the first national postal union, 
the National Association of Letter C a r r i e r s . T h i s  Association affili­
ated with AFL in 1917.
From this small beginning, the organization has grown to great 
size: in 1967 more than 195,000 members were located in every state
^^Sterling D. Spero, Government as Employer (New York: Remsen
Press, 1948), pp. 106-107.
^^Gerald Cullinan, The Mail Man (Washington, D.C.: National
Association of Letter Carriers^ p. 11.
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and territory of the United States and included approximately ninety-
five per cent of all eligible letter carriers. The letter carriers
are the most completely organized craft in the nation, in or out of 
49
the Government.
United Federation of Postal Clerks, AFL-CIO 
The post office clerks had a more difficult time in organizing 
than the letter carriers. One reason advanced was that it was difficult 
for men working fourteen or more hours a day, 365 days a year, to 
find the time or energy to organize. The letter carriers had more free 
time than the clerks.
Perhaps a more basic reason is that there is a great amount of 
dissimilarity in the job characteristics of clerks. The term "clerk" 
was, and still is, a generic one lacking specific definition. Some 
clerks perform duties which are, in the normal sense, clerical in 
nature. Others sort mail, by hand or machine, under conditions re­
sembling factory work. Distribution clerks must have "scheme" knowl­
edge. This involves memorizing a large number of destination and 
distribution points. Window clerks and other clerks require different 
skills and/or special knowledge.
In earlier years promotions to supervisory jobs were generally 
made from the clerk ranks. This often resulted in personal struggles
^^Letter from James H. Rademacher, Vice President, National 
Association of Letter Carriers, July 5, 1967; and Cullinan, op. cit.,
p. 12.
^^Cullinan, op. cit., p. 11.
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for advancement and some union members became identified with manage­
ment. This conflict posed an obstacle to effective organization.^^
The National Association of Post Office Clerks of the United 
States was formed in 1890 under the leadership of clerks in the New York 
City office. Internal strife resulted in several splits and mergers.
One splinter group organized the National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks in 1906 and shortly afterwards was granted a charter from the 
AFL. This was the first national labor organization composed entirely
of government employees to affiliate with the private industry labor 
52
movement. This organization remained in existence until 1961 when
it merged with the National Postal Transport Association (railway mail
clerks) and the United National Association of Post Office Craftsmen.
The new, and present, organization became known as the United Federation
of Postal Clerks. The 1967 membership was approximately 155,000 with
53
locals in every state, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and Guam.
National Rural Letter Carrier's Association 
In 1896 the Department officially began to experiment with a 
mail delivery service to farmers. This rural free delivery experiment 
continued until 1902 when Congress voted to make the RFD a permanent 
part of the Postal S e r v i c e . O n e  year later the rural letter carriers
^^Spero, op. cit., p. 110. 
52Ibid.. p. 129.
^^Letter from E. C. Hallbeck, President, United Federation of 
Postal Clerks, July 28, 1967.
^^Wayne E. Fuller, RFD (Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana Univer­
sity Press, 1964), pp. 33-35, 50-56.
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founded the National Rural Letter Carrier's Association.^^ Reported 
membership in 1965 was 42,300.^^
Rural carriers have delivery duties similar to the city car­
riers; in addition, they provide other mail services such as selling 
stamps to and receiving parcels from their patrons. Their compensation 
is based on route length, patrons served, and mail volume. Since the 
rural carrier commonly is the only Federal employee his patrons see 
regularly, his influence is much greater than his city counterpart.
Rural carriers and postmasters are the only postal employees formally 
appointed through the political process with an imposed residency re­
quirement.
National Association of Post Office Mail Handlers,
Watchmen, Messengers and Group Leaders, AFL-CIO
Mail handlers load, unload and move bulk mail. They perform 
sorting duties not requiring scheme knowledge and they operate certain 
mail processing machines. This union was founded in 1912 and affiliated 
with the AFL in 1920. In 1968, the union merged with the Labors' Inter­
national Union of North America AFL-CIO; however, it is still recognized 
for the craft in the Department.Estimated membership in 1968 was 
35,000.^®
^^Ibid., p. 133.
^^U.S., Department of Labor, Directory of National and Inter­
national Labor Unions in the United States, 1965 (Washington: U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1965), p. 23.
^^Letter from Emmett E. Cooper, Jr., Chairman, Board of Appeals 
and Review, April 8, 1969.
^^Towards Postal Excellence, op. cit., p. 19.
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National Association of Post Office and General 
Services Maintenance Employees, AFL-CIO
This organization dates back to the National Association of 
Post Office Mechanics, founded in 1937, and the National Association of 
Post Office Custodial Employees, founded in 1938. These two groups 
merged in 1948 under the name of National Association of Post Office 
Maintenance Employees. In 1950 certain post office buildings and the 
employees operating them were transferred to the General Services Ad­
ministration. The organization changed its constitution and name so as 
to include certain of the GSA maintenance employees. In 1966 this union 
was granted a charter from the AFL-CIO. Membership in 1968 was estimated 
at 21,500.59
Maintenance employees in the Department perform a wide variety 
of duties. Some operate elevators and do janitorial work, while others 
repair automotive, air conditioning and mail processing equipment.
National Federation of Post Office 
Motor Vehicle Employees, AFL-CIO
This organization traces its origin to 1924 when it was known 
as the National Association of Post Office Chauffeurs and Mechanics 
Union. Motor vehicle employees operate trucks which pick up and trans­
port mail on regularly scheduled routes.
For years the group sought to affiliate with the AFL. They were 
turned down because the Teamsters claimed jurisdiction over these jobs. 
Following the expulsion of the Teamsters from the AFL-CIO in 1957, the 
post office group was granted affiliation. Present membership exceeds 
8,000.60
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National Association of Special Delivery Messengers, AFL-CIO 
Special delivery messengers deliver, usually by vehicle, all 
classes of special delivery mail. Originally they were represented by 
the National Association of Letter Carriers. A separate association was 
formed in 1937 and later affiliated with the AFL. Membership in 1968 
was estimated at 2,500.^^
The seven organizations described above have been granted national 
exclusive recognition under the Order. Together with the Department, 
they are the present parties to the National Postal Agreement. Two 
other organizations have also been active among rank and file postal 
workers, but neither group has achieved exclusive recognition.
National Alliance of Postal and Federal Employees 
This group was formed in 1913 by seven railway mail clerks who 
were denied membership in the "Caucasian only" Railway Mail Association. 
Originally organized along craft lines, the Alliance opened its member­
ship to all postal employees in 1923, marking this organization as one 
of the pioneers in industrial unionism. In 1963 membership was opened 
to all Federal employees. Though the membership is predominately Negro, 
there are no racial bars to membership. Membership in 1967 was more 
than 40,000.^^
National Postal Union 
This organization broke from the National Federation of Post 
Office Clerks in 1958. It has since broadened itself into an industrial
^^Ibid.
G^Letter from Ashby G. Smith, President, National Alliance of 
Postal and Federal Employees, July 5, 1967.
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organization, although its membership is primarily postal clerks. A
recent merger attempt with the United Federation of Postal Clerks was
63
narrowly defeated. Reported membership in 1965 was 62,000.
The three organizations representing management personnel do 
not engage in collective bargaining. They do, however, make known to 
Department officials their views on decisions affecting their member­
ship.
National Association of Postmasters of the United States
This organization traces its beginnings to 1898. Though its
purpose has been to promote the betterment of all postmasters, it has
primarily been an association of first- and second-class postmasters.
In 1965 the reported membership of 33,881 included all classes of
postmasters and contained some overlapping membership with the National
64
League of Postmasters.
National League of Postmasters 
Founded in 1904, this group originally represented only third- 
and fourth-class postmasters. Its 1965 membership of 14,500, though, 
included postmasters of all classes.
National Association of Postal Supervisors 
This organization, founded in 1908, has been active over the 
years in obtaining legislative benefits for its members. It has a
^^Directory of National and International Labor Unions, op.
cit., p. 27. 
64Ibid. 
^^ Ibid.
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strong voice in the Department concerning administrative matters. It 
is dedicated to improving opportunities for supervisory employees who 
make the post office their life work. In 1967 it had 31,000 members 
out of a potential of 35,000.^^
Labor-Management Relations 
Prior to the 1880's, decision-making pertaining to labor- 
management relations in the Department can best be described as uni­
lateral. Department management operated things very much in its own 
way within the legal limitations imposed by Congress. The post office 
committees of both Houses of Congress wrote their bills as they chose, 
utilizing advice only from postal officials.
The political nature of most postal jobs in these early years 
made it difficult to establish effective labor-management rapport. A 
change of administration usually meant a shake-up throughout the De­
partment. There was no job security. As previously stated, the Civil
Service Act of 1883 began to provide employees with some sense of 
security in their jobs even though the Post Office Department has 
not become, even today, a patronage-free career service.
The Eight-Hour Day 
In the 1880's there was considerable agitation by labor across 
the country for the "eight-hour day." Such a law had been passed in 
1868, but its effect was limited inasmuch as it applied only to
laborers, workmen, and mechanics employed by or on behalf of the
^^Letter from Fred J. O'Dwyer, President, National Association 
of Postal Supervisors, February 24, 1967.
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Federal G o v e r n m e n t . W h e n  postal employees asked for coverage under 
this law the Department turned them down because they were neither 
laborers, workmen, nor mechanics.
The letter carriers enlisted the help of the Knights of Labor, 
a comprehensive, national labor union then at the zenith of its 
influence. In 1886 the Knights, through the sponsorship of Repre­
sentative "Sunset" Cox of New York, introduced a bill to extend the 
eight-hour law to the carriers. The Department strongly opposed the 
measure. Carriers known to be or suspected of being associated with 
the Knights were greatly harassed. They were transferred to routes 
far from their homes or placed on undesirable routes. Vacations were 
scheduled at inconvenient times, often on notice as brief as twenty- 
four hours. These vacations were often scheduled to holidays so that 
the men actually lost time they otherwise would have had. To avoid 
these actions the Knights tried to keep secret the names of their 
carrier-members.
Two years after its introduction, the Congress passed the 
bill, but the Department practically nullified its provisions by a 
series of unusual interpretations. First, the Department took the 
position that since the law passed as a part of an appropriations bill, 
it was applicable only to the year for which the appropriations were 
voted. Congress intervened and forced a withdrawal of this inter­
pretation.^^
^^U.S., Statutes at Large, XV, 77. 
^^Spero, op. cit., pp. 107-108. 
^^Cullinan, op. cit., p. 12-.
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The law stated that a letter carrier, if he is "employed a 
greater number of hours a day than eight . . . shall be paid extra 
for the same in proportion to the salary now fixed by l a w . T h e  
Department stated that this really meant a fifty-six hour work week.
If a carrier worked nine hours on six days, he still owed the Depart­
ment two hours of work on Sunday. This interpretation was put into 
effect throughout the post offices in the country.
The carriers were indignant at the Departmental interpretation. 
Banding together through their recently-formed Association, they 
brought suit against the Department for overtime pay. The case was
carried to the Supreme Court where, after three years of litigation,
72
it was decided in favor of the letter carriers. As a result. Congress 
had to appropriate $3.5 million to settle thousands of carrier claims 
resulting from the illegal overtime work assignments. Up to this 
time, this kind of resistance by government employees was unknown. It 
was like David slaying Goliath and the prestige of the carrier organi­
zation was enhanced greatly.
The Gag Rules
Mention was made in Chapter II of the "gag rules" initiated by
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Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and Taft. Postal employees, primarily 
the clerks and carriers through their organizations, were probably the
^^U.S., Statutes at Large, XXV, 157. 
^^Cullinan, loc. cit.
72post V. U.S., 148 U.S. 124 (1893). 
^^See pp. 24-25.
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major causes of these executive orders being issued. From their incep­
tion both groups had agitated for improved wages and working conditions. 
They felt the time was right during the Congressional session of 1901-02 
to exert a great effort in support of several bills before Congress. 
Members of Congress and the White House were flooded with petitions and 
appeals. These activities were exceedingly annoying to the President,
the Department, and the members of Congress most concerned with their 
74
bills. Determined to put a stop to this action and restore as much 
as possible the state of affairs which had existed prior to the develop­
ment of the two organizations, Roosevelt issued his first gag rnleJ^
Congressman Eugene F. Loud, of California, Chairman of the House 
Post Office Committee, was the principal opponent in Congress to the 
postal bills. His opposition and the gag rule forced the postal 
employees to give up their legislative activities. They decided then 
to get rid of Loud. They went into his district during the 1902 
Congressional elections and— aided by William Randolph Hearst, publisher 
of the San Francisco Examiner— conducted a successful campaign to 
defeat Loud. A Civil Service Commission investigation could find no 
evidence that the gag rule had been violated, so no dismissals were 
ordered. The Department, however, issued a warning saying, in effect, 
that although nothing illegal had happened, don't let it happen again.
The Department viewed Loud's defeat with great disfavor. Since 
the carriers had been especially active during the campaign, they were
^^Doherty, op. cit., p. 41. 
^^January 31, 1902.
^^Cullinan, op. cit., pp. 14-15.
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immediate targets. Assistant Postmaster General Joseph Bristow, an 
uncompromising opponent of employee organizations, was placed in charge 
of the city carriers. He refused to deal with their representatives 
and is quoted as saying he "did not need, did not want, and would not 
have" the cooperation of the postal associations.^^
Armed with the rigidly enforced gag rule, the Department was
able to impose considerable control over the employee organizations and
silence protests and complaints of every nature. The gag rule was
extended so as to prohibit railway mail clerks from protesting the
conditions under which they worked. Starting in the 1870 s, the railway
mail clerks had the most hazardous job in the postal service. The
wooden mail car was generally the weakest in the train; spotted at
the head of the train it received the brunt of any impact, or followed
78the engine in case of a derailment. Wrecks took a regular toll of 
clerks in deaths and injuries. When the clerks complained to the 
authorities in the Department, they were told to keep quiet or risk 
dismissal.
In addition to the accident problem in the railway mail service, 
sanitary and safety conditions in the mail cars were deplorable.
Toilets were not enclosed and had neither flushing nor disinfecting 
devices. Drinking-water coolers were rarely cleaned and the ice was 
seldom separated from the water. (Most of the ice was cut raw from 
lakes in the winter and contained all sorts of debris.) Heating and
^^Spero, op. cit., p. 124.
^^Bryant A. Long and William J. Dennis, Mail by Rail (New York: 
Simmons-Boardman Publishing Corp., 1951), p. 138.
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illumination were not only inadequate, but were a safety hazard. Com­
plaints to the Department did not improve conditions and when complaints 
were made to others the gag rule was applied.
Conditions in the post offices of the country were not much 
better. Ventilation and lighting were poor. Hundreds of employees 
often used the same drinking cup and the incidence of consumption and 
typhoid among postal employees was high. Toilet facilities were dis­
graceful. In Chicago, leaders of the postal clerks' local smuggled 
members of the Illinois State Commission on Occupational Diseases into 
the post office one night. The investigators reported that conditions 
were the most filthy and unhealthy they had ever encountered, and listed 
hundreds of violations of the State sanitations laws. When the story
broke several clerks were fired for violation of the gag rule and the
80
conditions were not corrected.
The attitude of the Department toward the employee organizations 
was far from encouraging. Bristow succeeded in dismissing the presi­
dents of the letter carrier, railway mail carrier and rural letter 
carrier organizations, the latter two specifically for violating the 
gag rule.
Dissention and discontent among the postal employees continued 
to grow. Among the postal clerks and carriers, annual turnover rose 
drastically. In 1906 clerks were resigning "at the rate of one in five
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Doherty, op. cit., pp. 46-48; Spero, op. cit., pp. 131-136; 
and Long and Dennis, op. cit., pp. 141-146.
Cullinan, op. cit., p. 15.
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per annum." Civil Service examinations were held to fill vacancies, 
but few took them. It was almost impossible to keep some offices 
running because of the shortage of personnel. Similar conditions 
were also experienced in other branches of the Service.
Conditions in the Department were such that they could not be
hidden or completely suppressed. The fight against the gag rule was
stimulated in no small way by the birth of a small magazine in 1909
called The Harpoon. Its editor, a former railway mail clerk, launched
the publication at his own expense. His first edition of 15,000
copies was sent to every senator and congressman, every major postal
official, thousands of postal clerks, and most newspapers. The
articles were sensational. No details, however revolting, were
omitted. No official, whatever his rank, was spared. Editorials,
printed accounts of unsanitary conditions, cartoons, and photographs
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of wrecked wooden cars were used throughout.
Although The Harpoon was published primarily for the benefit of 
railway clerks, it reported the abuses being inflicted on all postal 
employees. It never lost an opportunity to emphasize that the gag 
rule was the fundamental grievance of all federal employees.
Meanwhile, Congress was beginning to take note of the deteri­
orating conditions in the Postal Service. Senator Robert La Follette 
of Wisconsin sent out questionnaires to the postal employees seeking 
information on the gag rule suppression of employee organizations and
81
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General. 1909 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1909),
p. 38.
82Long and Dennis, op. cit., pp. 146-148.
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other abuses.83 The Department did its best to discourage the employees 
from answering. It was pointed out that President Taft, in 1909, had 
supplemented the gag rule by providing that no employee or official 
should "respond to any request for information from either House of 
Congress, or any committee of either House of Congress, or any member
I
of Congress, except through and as authorized by the head of his de-
. ..84 partment.
Numerous employees responded to La Follette's request, however. 
Relationships between the Senator and the Department became strained 
and La Follette even complained on the floor of Congress that postal 
inspectors were opening and reading his mail. Subsequently, La Follette 
and Representative Lloyd, in 1912, sponsored a bill guaranteeing to 
Federal employees the right to organize and petition Congress.
The bill, known as the Lloyd-La Follette Act, was approved on 
August 24, 1912, to become effective in March, 1913. As previously 
mentioned, the Act states that members of the classified civil service 
could not be removed except for cause and that a notice of charges must 
be p r o v i d e d . 85 Employees were given the right to answer the charges 
and copies of all pertinent documents were to be made a part of the 
records maintained by the applicable department.
The Act provided that postal employees could not be prohibited 
from joining an organization whose objectives were to improve working 
conditions. These organizations, however, could not impose an
QO
Doherty, op. cit., p. 54 
8^November 26, 1909.
8^See Appendix C.
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obligation to strike or assist in a strike against the Government.
Also, the right of employees, individually or collectively, to petition 
Congress or furnish information was not to be denied or interfered with.
The Lloyd-La Follette Act is probably the most significant 
piece of legislation ever passed insofar as Federal workers are con­
cerned. Many employees viewed it as the Emancipation Proclamation and 
the Magna Carta combined. Although they had gained an important victory, 
postal employees soon found that they would be severely tested.
Burieson-Hays
In 1912, the Democrats won the Presidency and a new adminis­
tration came into office. President Wilson's Postmaster General for 
the eight years he was in office was Albert S. Burleson, of Texas. 
Burleson, a self-made millionnaire, was a former Congressman who had 
served on the House Post Office and Civil Service Committees. He took 
office on March 5, 1913, one day after the Lloyd-La Follette Act became 
effective. Few Postmasters General have remained in office as long 
as Burleson and, perhaps, none have been attacked by labor as vigorously 
as he.
Throughout his tenure of office, Burleson was strongly opposed 
to postal employee organizations and to their affiliation with the AFL.
He repeatedly recommended the repeal of the Lloyd-La Follette Act.
Perhaps his feelings can best be shown by these statements in his 
last annual report.
In the annual reports of the Post Office Department for the 
fiscal years 1916, 1917, 1918, and 1919 attention was directed 
to the constantly increasing activities and growth of certain 
organizations of postal employees which have been unionized by 
an outside organization and with which organization a large
85
number of postal employees are now affiliated, notwithstanding 
the fact that such affiliation is believed to be contrary to 
the act of August 24, 1912.
Government employees should be permitted to organize for 
their social and general welfare. They should not, however, be 
permitted to form organizations or to affiliate with an organi­
zation designed to interfere with the discipline and administration 
of the service, to influence the election of persons nominated 
for public office, or to dictate legislation in their own interest 
and not for the public welfare.
The Postmaster General earnestly renews the recommendations 
heretofore made that organizations of postal employees be pro­
hibited by law from affiliation with outside organizations.86
Much of the hostility between the employees and Burleson stemmed 
from his view that the Department was a business and should be operated 
at a profit. He, therefore, initiated many programs to reduce ex­
penses and increase the productivity of the employees. He recommended 
that the eight-in-ten-hour day be changed to an eight-in-twelve-hour 
day, that promotions be biennial instead of annual, that the pay for 
substitutes be reduced, and that the one day rest in seven provision 
be repealed. The following examples indicate the scope and severity 
of Burleson's personnel policies.
Superannuated employees were closely examined. First Assistant 
Postmaster General Roper explained Burleson's policy to the Annual 
Convention of the National Association of Postmasters in 1914.
Some postmasters refrain, from humanitarian reasons, from 
recommending demotions and removals in accordance with declining 
efficiency of employees. The only proper course for the Depart­
ment and for the postmasters is to put on notice all employees 
that they will be continued in office only so long as they are 
capable of earning the salaries paid them and that salaries
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General, 1920 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1920),
pp. 14-16.
86
will be scaled down and readjusted from time to time to meet 
the declining efficiency and earning power of clerks and carriers.
Many of the superannuated employees were reduced in rank or 
removed from the service and replaced by new employees at lower salaries. 
There were no retirement provisions for these men at this time. When 
this was pointed out to the Postmaster General, he is quoted as saying 
"there is no reason why a man receiving $100 a month could not put 
aside $50 to provide for his old age.
Because the rural delivery service was operating at a heavy 
deficit Burleson sought to revise and reorganize it. Although his objec­
tives had merit, the manner in which he proposed to achieve them caused 
such agitation that the Congress, in an unprecedented move, intervened.
In 1916 the Congress rescinded the Postmaster General's power to reor­
ganize rural routes as he saw fit and prescribed the manner in which he 
89could act.
The closest thing to a post office strike occurred during 
Burleson's administration. This episode, known as the "Fairmont strike," 
occurred at Fairmont, West Virginia, in 1915; the entire postal staff 
of twenty-five men resigned as a protest to the arbitrary discharge 
of three employees. These men were arrested and indicted on a charge 
of conspiracy to obstruct the mails. It was not a "normal" strike 
inasmuch as the employees were not bargaining for anything, and did 
not intend to return to work. The right of an employee to quit was
87
Doherty, op. cit., p. 61. 
BBcullinan, op. cit., p. 17. 
®^Fuller, op. cit., pp. 148-156.
87
not questioned; however, since they resigned in a body and placed the
Department in an embarrassing position, they were subjected to criminal 
90
prosecution. The men pled nolo contendere and received heavy fines.
One defendant committed suicide on the eve of his trial. Public opinion
was so much behind the employees that the Government permitted very
91
liberal terms for the payment of the fines.
During Burleson's tenure he successfully dismissed from the
service or forced the resignation of the leaders of every major employee
organization except the United National Association of Post Office 
92
Clerks. In spite of the eight years of Department hostility, the
postal organizations were able to achieve unusual legislative success.
Burleson's policies seemed to defeat their own ends. Salary increases
were achieved and gradually Congress set aside those administrative
acts which caused hardship. Practically all the Department's bills
93
which were opposed by labor failed to pass. In the last six months 
of Burleson's term of office, the Congress provided a retirement plan 
for the postal workers and granted ten days' annual sick leave, cumu-
9 A
lative to thirty days within three years. In addition to the betterment
of the general conditions of employment, the stature of the postal
^^Spero, op. cit., pp. 19-20.
^^Doherty, op. cit., p. 292n.
^^The United National Association of Post Office Clerks, a rival 
organization of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks, ex­
pressed pro-Department sentiments during this period.
^^Spero, op. cit., p. 149.
^^Doherty, op. cit.. pp. 87-88.
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organizations was enhanced by an increased confidence in them by rank 
and file employees.
Will H. Hays, who succeeded Burleson in 1921, seemed to be 
another political appointment. He was Chairman of the Republican
National Committee and, as such, had been President Harding's campaign
95manager. Although he served as Postmaster General only one year, he 
introduced a new philosophy to the office which changed the whole direction 
of postal labor-management relations. Subsequent administrations have 
not always followed this change, but the Hays approach has had its 
effect. President Kennedy's Executive Order 10988, some forty years 
later, expressed much of the Hays philosophy.
In his annual report Hays expressed his philosophy about the 
Department.
We want the spirit of cooperation to characterize the relations 
of the department with the public.
I have met and am meeting, and want to continue to meet, the 
heads of all the postal organizations just as often as it is con­
venient for them to see me. This, I understand, is a change in 
practice.
There is no business in the world so dependent on the human 
factor as the postal service. In every department individual 
initiative and intelligence are called into play. . . .  To treat 
a postal employee as a mere commodity in the labor market is not 
only wicked from a humanitarian standpoint but it is foolish and 
shortsighted even from the standpoint of business.
I have repeatedly stated that it is our intention to humanize 
the Postal Service. I mean by that that I want to make every man 
and woman in it feel that he is a partner in this greatest of all 
the world's business undertakings whose individual judgment is 
valued and whose welfare is of the utmost importance to the suc­
cessful operation of the whole organization.
^^Cullinan, op. cit., p. 19.
89
That honest and efficient labor should have a voice in those 
phases of the management of a business which concern working con­
ditions and a living wage commensurate with the value of the 
service is but common justice.
All those things that are developed successfully for the wel­
fare of the employees in other successful businesses must be done 
as far as possible in this, the greatest of all business. Why it 
has not been seriously attempted before in the Post Office Depart­
ment I do not know. Uncle Sam must be just as good a boss as any 
private employer.
Although Hays won the popular support of the employees and 
their organizations, they did not abandon their watchdog approach.
Hays openly disapproved of postal organizations affiliating with "out­
side organizations," a criticism of the AFL. He told representatives 
of the United National Association of Postal Office Clerks, a non­
affiliated group, that; "We shall treat all alike, but shall cooperate
97
so closely together that there will be no need of affiliations."
Such comments caused other organization leaders to suspect an attempt 
to develop company unionism.
During Hays' administration, the Post Office Department became
the first federal agency to enter into formal agreements with a union
98representing its employees. In early 1921, the Department and the 
Railway Mail Association signed a series of agreements dealing with 
such matters as seniority, promotions, and hours of labor. Difficul­
ties arose almost immediately over the application of the agreements in 
the field. In Washington, the issue was referred to the Attorney
^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1921 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1921),
pp. 66-72.
97c
^Long and Dennis, op. cit., p. 158.
'spero, op. cit., p. 153. 
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General and he ruled that the Department did not have authority to 
enter into legally binding agreements with organizations of its em­
ployees. The Association then abandoned its efforts to bargain further
99with the Department. Although these agreements were short-lived, 
they gave indication that such labor-management relations could exist.
Although subsequent Postmasters General were not so progressive 
as Hays, labor-management relations in the Department did not regress 
to the Burleson level. It was not until 1961, though, that these 
relationships would approach those which existed during the Hays era.
Depression and New Deal 
The Great Depression of 1929 brought about a state of affairs 
which not only precluded any improvements in working conditions, but 
also threatened established standards in the Department. Nevertheless, 
postal jobs were highly desirable because of the security provided by 
Civil Service laws.
There was persistent agitation for wage cuts and layoffs of 
Federal employees. For some three years the postal organizations suc­
cessfully fought these efforts. Resistance, however, became increas­
ingly difficult and those who opposed the economy measures were labeled 
as "selfish" and "unpractical." In 1932, a section called "The 
Economy Act" was added to the Appropriations Act for fiscal 1933.
Under this provision President Hoover’s Postmaster General, Walter 
Brown, not only held up almost all promotions, but ordered a one-month 
"furlough" for the postal e m p l o y e e s . T h e s e  layoffs amounted to
99gpero, op. cit., pp. 361-62. 
lOOpoherty, op. cit., p. 113.
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an automatic eight and one-half per cent pay cut for all postal em­
ployees.
In 1933, the Roosevelt administration took over the reins of 
government. Very quickly the President obtained legislation which 
permitted him to order an additional fifteen per cent reduction in 
all salaries, effective until June 30, 1934. In March of 1934 Congress 
voted to restore the pay cuts, but Roosevelt vetoed the measure the 
day it was passed. The postal organizations and the Congress were 
not to be denied this time and the veto was overridden. By April
Postmaster General Parley had also rescinded the compulsory furlough
14 101 policy.
The year 1935 was a notable one for labor. The National Labor 
Relations Act was passed and the Congress of Industrial Organizations 
began to emerge. For several years President Ed Gainor of the National 
Association of Letter Carriers had led the fight for a shorter work 
week. In March, 1935, the legislation was introduced and, after Post­
master General Farley and President Roosevelt withdrew their opposition,
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it was passed and signed into law on August 14. For Federal em­
ployees the forty-hour work week came into existence.
World War II brought greatly increased responsibilities to the 
postal employees. Mail volume skyrocketed and thousands of postal 
employees went off to war. Personnel recruitment became exceedingly 
difficult as the available people turned to better paying jobs in the 
war industries. Finally, in July, 1945, the first permanent salary
lOllbid., pp. 133-40. 
^Q^Ibid., pp. 142-43.
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increase granted to postal employees in more than twenty years was 
passed.
Jesse Donaldson, appointed Postmaster General by President
Truman in 1947, aroused much hostility on the part of postal employees.
As a career man of some forty years in the Department (he started as
a letter carrier), his appointment was greeted with much anticipa- 
104
tion. Postal employees assumed that he would be understanding of 
and sympathetic to their problems. Such was not the case.
Donaldson resisted attempts to establish labor-management 
relations with the employee organizations. He thought it would give 
undue recognition to the postal unions. When the organizations 
opposed him, he took it as a personal affront. In the name of economy, 
he opposed wage increases and attempts to decentralize the Department. 
The highly centralized system of operations in the Department made it 
difficult to achieve effective communications between the rank-and-file 
employees and the Postmaster General. Special delivery carriers, 
clerks, and transportation employees were upset because of a series 
of unilateral decisions he instituted. The final break in relations 
came when Donaldson curtailed city delivery services in 1950. Postal 
employees bore the brunt of public criticism and changed workloads.
They were indignant that they had not been forewarned or consulted on 
the change.
1 no
U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General, 1951 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1951),
p. 5.
^^^Doherty, op. cit. , p. 190. 
lOSlbid.. pp. 203-208.
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In spite of Donaldson’s opposition, the postal organizations 
were able to achieve wage increases. They used their influence with 
the Congress through a legislative device known as the "discharge 
petition." This petition, if signed by more than one-half the total 
membership of the House, could force bottled-up legislation out of 
committee and on to the floor for consideration. On three occasions 
during Donaldson’s administration, the required signatures were ob­
tained and the bills were voted on; all were p a s s e d . F r o m  1910, 
when the discharge petition was first permitted, until 1960 only 
thirty-one petitions have succeeded in obtaining the required signa­
tures. Postal employees have been responsible for six.^^^ For them 
it has been a potent weapon.
From Eisenhower to E.O. 10988
During the Eisenhower administration Postmaster General Summer-
field made a determined effort to balance the postal budget. In those
eight years, when workers in private industry were getting almost
automatic annual pay raises, postal employees received only three pay
raises. What was more significant to the employees was that Eisenhower,
at the Postmaster General’s urging, vetoed four pay bills (1954, 1955,
108
1957, 1960). Congress overrode only the last. In all the history 
of the Post Office Department prior to the Eisenhower administration 
only one President, Coolidge in 1924, had ever vetoed a pay bill for 
the Department.
lOGlbid., pp. 216-224. ^°^Ibid.. p. 225. 
^^^Cullinan, op. cit., pp. 25-26.
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Relations between the employee organizations and the Department
were often strained under the Eisenhower administration. Partly this
was due to the early struggles over pay bills. In part it was due to
the fact that Summerfield had close relationships with the postmaster
and supervisor organizations and did not have high regard for the
109leaders of the employee organizations. In the latter years of his 
term, Summerfield did attempt to provide for more frequent contacts 
between management and the employee organizations.^^® Increased com­
munication and improved grievance handling became stated goals for 
enhancing employee relations.
In 1961 the Democrats under John F. Kennedy came into office. 
Under Postmaster General J. Edward Day the Department had a more 
amiable attitude toward postal workers than at any time since Will 
Hays. A program of improved policies and relations was initiated with
the issuance of Executive Order 10988 on January 17, 1962. Emphasis
112was placed on human relations in personnel management.
In June and July of 1962 the largest secret ballot election 
ever conducted to determine labor representation was held. More than
inq
Summerfield, op. cit., p. 211.
Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1959 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1959),
p. 57.
^^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1960 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960),
p. 78.
H^u.s., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1961 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1961),
pp. 67-70.
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380,000 ballots were cast. Employee organization leaders referred
114
to the election as an outstanding example of democracy in action.
On March 20, 1963, the six employee organizations, who had achieved 
national exclusive recognition under the Order, and the Department 
signed the first written national employee-management agreement in 
the history of the Postal Service.
President Johnson and Postmasters General Grounouski and O'Brien 
attempted to foster and enlarge the new program. Personnel problems 
have not vanished under the program but, through direct consultation 
and the continuous efforts of both the Department and the organizations, 
solutions are being worked out. New issues will arise, but a basis for 
dealing with them has been established.
In 1970 the Congress, acting on the advice of the President's 
Commission on Postal Organization, passed legislation to set up the Post 
Office Department as an independent establishment of the Executive 
Branch of the Government, to be called the United States Postal Service. 
This action will remove the Postmaster General from the President's 
Cabinet. When fully implemented, effective August 12, 1971, the new 
organizational environment will be more like that found in private 
industry.
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U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Post­
master General 1963 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963),
p. 76.
^^^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Post­
master General 1962 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1962),
p. 76.
CHAPTER IV 
GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES
Neil W. Chamberlain has stated that the grievance procedure is 
"one of the truly great accomplishments of American industrial rela­
tions. For all its defects . . .  it constitutes a social invention 
of great i m p o r t a n c e . T h e  grievance system encourages and facilitates 
the settlement of disputes by the parties themselves. In addition, 
it provides management an opportunity to seek out the underlying 
causes of grievances and to correct them, thus preventing similar 
grievances from arising.
In the early history of this nation, unions were intermittent 
organizations and possessed few of the present-day union characteris­
tics. Many current industrial relations practices, however, were 
developed in these early years. For example, the first recorded
meeting of worker and employer representatives for discussion of labor
2
demands occurred in 1799. Bargaining and labor organizations 
existed on an ad hoc basis. Issues such as demands for higher wages, 
shorter work hours or improvements in other working conditions were
^ e i l  W. Chamberlain, The Labor Sector (New York: McGraw-
Hill Company, 1955), p. 240.
^U.S., Department of Labor, Brief History of the American Labor 
Movement, Bulletin No. 1000 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1957), p. 1.
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discussed without consideration beyond the immediate situation. When 
the issue was settled, one way or another and with or without a strike, 
bargaining stopped and often the labor organization became inopera­
tive.
Beginning with the founding of several national unions in the 
1850's, collective bargaining became more prevalent and more sustained.
As the life of unions became more continuous and the bargaining rela­
tionships became more stable, union leaders and employers began to make 
a distinction between the process of negotiating an agreement and the 
process of interpreting and administering it. In order to avoid con­
tinual power confrontations, the negotiating parties sometimes agreed 
upon a settlement procedure which dealt with the application of the agree­
ment provisions during the effective life of the contract. This did 
not always work and sharp disagreement would arise over a particular 
application or interpretation of the agreement. Toward the end of 
the nineteenth century a further step evolved in an attempt to maintain 
labor-management peace under a negotiated agreement. This was the use 
of arbitration to settle those disputes which could not be resolved
3
under other procedures.
The purpose of the settlement procedures, including arbitra­
tion, was to provide not only for the orderly resolution of differences 
between the parties, but also for continuity of production for the em­
ployer and uninterrupted work for the employees. In addition, neither 
side would suffer substantial loss because of a single arbitration
3
Neil W. Chamberlain and James W. Kuhn, Collective Bargaining 
(2nd ed.; New York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1965), pp. 141-143.
98
award. Also, any recurring problems or contract inconsistencies which 
were discovered could be noted and dealt with at the next bargaining 
sessions.
No particular name was attached to these early settlement pro­
cedures. Then during the early years of the twentieth century, the 
term "grievance procedures" came into use and has persisted to the 
present time.^ In recent years, grievance procedures have been in­
cluded in virtually all labor contracts in the private sector of the 
economy. In contrast, formal grievance procedures are found in only 
a very small fraction of non-unionized firms.^
The essence of a grievance procedure is to provide a means by 
which an employee, without jeopardizing his job, can express a complaint 
about the application or the terms of the agreement to his work or 
working conditions, and he can obtain a fair hearing through progres­
sively higher levels of management. It seeks a degree of justice for 
all parties involved. Some procedures are very formal and have many 
detailed steps; others are very loosely stated and informal in nature.
This chapter consists of two sections. The first contains a 
brief discussion of the development of grievance procedures in the 
Federal Government prior to the promulgation of Executive Order 10988. 
Particular attention is paid to the Post Office Department procedures 
during this period. The second section deals with the negotiated 
grievance system in the Department following the issuance of the Order. 
In this section the Department system will be compared with the pre­
vailing practices in business and industry.
4lbid., p. 144, footnote 3.
5see footnotes 17 and 18 in Chapter I.
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Grievance Procedures in Federal Agencies 
Prior to Executive Order 10988
Up to the late 1930's few agencies appear to have had any con­
cern for developing a grievance system. Some did attempt to establish 
methods of consultation with employees, but the matters dealt with 
were broad subjects about working conditions. One plan initiated by 
the Post Office Department in 1921 did provide for a type of grievance 
system. Postmaster General Will Hays instituted a National Welfare 
Council plan under which advisory councils were established in first- 
class post offices; among other duties, these local councils could 
consider grievances of employees and present their views to the post­
master. ^  These views, however, were only advisory. The postal unions, 
fearing an attempt at company unionism, did not give their backing to 
the plan. The result was that the councils tended to confine their 
activities to making recommendations pertaining to general health and 
sanitation. The whole plan was subsequently abandoned in 1926 when 
funds were not appropriated to carry on the activities.
In 1938, President Franklin D. Roosevelt directed the heads of 
the Executive Branch to ". . . establish in their respective departments 
or establishments a division of personnel supervision and management, 
at the head of which shall be appointed a director of personnel."^
Each personnel director was instructed to establish a means for hearing 
and settling employee grievances. These procedures had to be approved
^U.S., Post Office Department, Postmaster General's Report, 
1921 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1921), p. 74.
?U.S., President, 1933-45 (Roosevelt), Executive Order 7916 
(Washington: The White House, June 24, 1938), Section 6.
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by the respective department head and the Civil Service Commission. 
Although the Civil Service Commission provided some general guidelines, 
the procedures which were developed and implemented in the various de­
partments and agencies had little uniformity. The Post Office Department 
procedure dealt only with employee removals and reductions in rank or 
compensation. The procedure to be followed was that provided for in 
the Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912.®
In 1953, the Subcommittee on Federal Manpower Policies conducted 
a study of appeals and grievance procedures in the Federal Government 
and stated:
Everyone interviewed during the study has agreed that appeals 
and grievances policies and practices in the Federal Government as 
a whole are in a state of confusion. The legislative basis for 
the disposition of these matters is a patchwork of laws enacted 
at different times and for different purposes. Authority found in 
Executive orders and regulations of the Civil Service Commission is 
of much the same character.
With regard to the procedures in use at the time, the study found some 
eight different categories of appeals and grievances which received spe­
cial and separate procedural handling through different channels. In 
addition, the report noted that certain groups of employees, such as 
veterans, were given special rights not accorded to others.
The subcommittee found that employees were critical of the 
length of time it took to settle their cases under the formal procedures 
of the various agencies. It was not uncommon for grievance actions to
O
U.S., Post Office Department, Postal Employees' Guide, July, 
1939, p. 97.
^U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, Subcommittee on Federal Manpower Policies, Appeals and Grie­
vance Procedures in the Federal Government, 83d Congr., 1st Session, 
1953, S. Doc. No. 33, pp. 3-4.
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run from several months up to a year or even two years in total 
elapsed time. This cost heavily in both time and money. Employees 
expressed a lack of confidence in the formal machinery as a means for 
providing a fair hearing and an unbiased decision. On the other hand, 
management personnel stated that in many instances the procedures 
served only to put supervisors on trial, and that this discouraged 
supervisors from taking necessary action to maintain proper discipline.
In the opinion of the subcommittee an overwhelming majority of 
grievances reached the formal stages of the procedure simply because 
management had failed to do its job properly in informal discussion 
at the onset. Better supervision and personnel management was cited 
as the only answer to the problem and urged informal discussion and 
settlement as the best method of resolving disputes. It was suggested 
that grievance procedures have a limited number of steps and that 
reasonable time limits be established and enforced. A further recom-
11mendation was that non-veterans be given the same rights as veterans. 
This study was beneficial in that it brought many issues into the open 
and provided some documentation.
Department Grievance Procedure-1952 
At the time of the subcommittee study, 1952-53, the Post Office 
Department was operating under guidelines set forth in the Post Office 
M a n u a l . C h a p t e r  II of the manual dealt with "Personnel" and provided
^^Ibid., pp. 5-6.
^^Ibid., pp. 6-26.
^^This was a new title issued March 1, 1952, which superseded 
the 1948 edition of the Manual of Instructions for Postal Personnel.
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the basic statements of Department policy and procedure. Article 66 
of this chapter quoted the Lloyd-La Follette Act and served to inform 
the employees of their rights with regard to removals and reductions.
Two procedures were provided whereby management initiated ad­
verse or disciplinary action: one for those entitled to veteran's
13
preference, the other for non-veterans. Generally, veterans were 
given 30 days' advance notice of a proposed action against them and 
they had the right to appeal to the Civil. Service Commission; non­
veteran appeals had to be processed under Article 157, Grievances of 
Employees.
Under Article 157, informal discussions between the employees 
and the members of management were encouraged as a matter of policy. 
Should these informal discussions fail to resolve the problems, three 
appellate levels were provided for processing the grievances. At the 
installation level, the employee or a committee of three selected by 
him would present the grievance orally or in writing to the immediate 
supervisor. If not satisfactorily adjusted, the matter was then pre­
sented to the unit head.^^ Grievances were required to be presented to 
the unit head in writing. If the employee so requested, the unit head 
would conduct a hearing. The unit head was also permitted to appoint, 
on an advisory basis, a board of review to hear the aggrieved. The 
unit head's written decision was required within twenty days from the 
date the grievance had been presented to him.
^^Articles 67-79 set forth the specific details.
14por a post office, the unit head would be the postmaster.
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If not satisfied with the unit head's decision, the employee 
could make a second level written appeal within thirty days to the head 
of the appropriate bureau in the Post Office Department. The bureau 
head would review the case and, if the employee had requested, conduct 
a hearing on the matter; subsequently, he would notify the aggrieved 
in writing of his decision. No time limitation was imposed on rendering 
this decision.
When the employee considered the decision of the bureau head 
unsatisfactory, he had thirty days to appeal to the third level, the 
Postmaster General. This written appeal went to the Director of Per­
sonnel for consideration by the Board of Appeals. The Board consisted 
of the Director of Personnel who acted as chairman, an employee desig­
nated by the aggrieved, and an employee designated by the aggrieved 
employee's bureau head. The Board conducted a hearing, if the employee 
requested it, and reviewed the case. The Board's function was ad­
visory and it furnished a report of recommendations to the Postmaster 
General, together with any comments the bureau head desired to make.
The Postmaster General then made his decision and advised the aggrieved. 
Again, no time limits were placed on either the Board or the Postmaster 
General for their handling of the grievance. This was the final step 
in the appeals process.
Several aspects of this 1952 procedure may be noted. The ab­
sence of time limits for action in the later stages of the procedure 
made possible the elapse of a considerable amount of time. No mention 
was made of employee organizations or their interests in employee 
grievances. Hearings at the first two levels were conducted solely by 
the management representative responsible for rendering the decision.
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Finally, the only hearing in which the aggrieved was officially repre­
sented was on the Board of Appeals and this Board acted only in an 
advisory capacity.
Department Grievance Procedure-1957 
Late in 1957 the Department modified its grievance procedure.
Some of the changes reflected recommendations made by the Senate Sub­
committee study, while others indicated a growing influence by the 
labor organizations.
In the new procedure a grievance was identified as "any cause 
for dissatisfaction outside an employee's control . . .  if the matter 
complained of grows out of employment in the Postal Service and the 
remedy sought is within the authority of the Postmaster General or other 
postal o f f i c i a l . I n  addition to an employee filing a grievance on 
his own behalf, local officials of employee organizations were permitted 
to file grievances on behalf of one or more local employees. Employees 
and their supervisors, however, were still encouraged to seek a settle­
ment on an informal basis rather than resorting to the formal procedures.
The formal procedure provided for three appellate levels, but 
several changes were introduced. To initiate a formal grievance, the 
grievance had to be presented in writing to the immediate supervisor.
If the supervisor could not satisfactorily settle the issue in five days.
The revised system was implemented in December, 1957, as 
Part 746 of the Postal Manual. The Postal Manual superseded the Post 
Office Manual on December 1, 1954.
IGu.S., Post Office Department, Postal Manual, Part 746.142.
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the grievance could be appealed to the unit head either by the aggrieved 
or on his behalf by a group of not more than three employees.
If the employee requested, a three-member hearing committee 
was set up. One member of the committee was named by the aggrieved 
and another member was named by the unit head; those two members 
agreed upon a third member who served as chairman. Each member of 
this committee had to be a postal employee. The purpose of the com­
mittee was to hear and evaluate information pertinent to the grievance, 
maintain an abstract of the proceedings, and submit a recommendation 
to the unit head. A dissenting recommendation was provided for in the 
event there was a disagreement. From the conclusion of the hearing, 
the unit head had fifteen days to make his written decision. Addi­
tional time could be allowed if agreed to by all members of the hearing 
committee.
When the unit head's decision was considered unsatisfactory, 
the employee had thirty days to make a second level appeal. This 
written appeal went to the appropriate review o f f i c e r . A f t e r  examining 
the unit head's decision, the review officer had fifteen days to render 
his decision. When a Regional Director acted as review officer, the 
Regional Personnel Manager reviewed the appeal for procedural and 
factual adequacy. He would then recommend to the Regional Director 
a decision consistent with regulations and acceptable practices.
If the employee's grievance was still not redressed, he could 
appeal, within thirty days, to the third and final level. This appeal
When a postmaster was the unit head, the review officer was 
his Regional Director. Regionalization had been initiated in 1953 as 
part of the decentralization plan of Postmaster General.Summerfield.
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was directed to the Postmaster General through the Assistant Postmaster
18
General, Bureau of Personnel. After a complete review of the material 
facts pertaining to the case, the Assistant Postmaster General, Bureau 
of Personnel, presented a report and recommendation to the Postmaster 
General who made the final decision and notified the interested parties.
The 1957 procedure differed from the 1952 procedure in several
ways. The inauguration of the hearing committee at the first level 
was a major change. The aggrieved was provided an opportunity to pre­
sent his case at an early stage of the procedure and at the level most 
closely related to the problem. More important, he had direct repre­
sentation on the committee. This additional provision tended to offset 
the elimination of the Board of Appeals at the third level.
Another point of difference was that official recognition was 
given to the interest of employee organizations in the grievance pro­
cedure. The opportunity for these organizations to initiate grievance
19
action on behalf of their members was a change from previous policy.
New time restrictions on appeal and decision actions were pro­
vided for at several points in the revised procedure. However, no time 
limits were placed on the calling of a hearing committee at the first 
level or on the decision of the Postmaster General at the third level.
This revised procedure remained in effect until 1963. All 
appeals in the Department were processed under its provisions.
18
This Bureau had come into existence in 1953 as a part of the 
reorganization plan of the Department.
^^An extension of this change, in Part 746.16, stated that em­
ployees could join or refrain from joining postal employee organizations 
without interference or fear of discrimination or reprisal.
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Post Office Department Grievance Procedure 
Under Executive Order 10988
Following the employee representation election in 1962, six
postal employee organizations were granted national exclusive recogni- 
20
tion. Representatives of these organizations and members of management
in the Department began negotiations which culminated on March 20,
1963, with the signing of the initial National Postal Agreement. A
new grievance system was one of the key items successfully negotiated
and approved. Section 8(a) of the Order provided authority for the
organizations with exclusive recognition and the Department to negotiate
procedures for the consideration of grievances. In the spirit of the
Order, this was one way for the employees through their organizations
to have a recognizable role in the development of effective employee-
employer relations.
Two requirements are imposed, by the Order, on any negotiated
grievance procedures. First, they must conform to broad standards
21
issued by the Civil Service Commission. Second, they must protect 
the rights of an individual to any procedural benefits he would have 
in the absence of an exclusive recognition agreement. Within this frame­
work the procedures could be designed to suit the needs of the Department.
20The six organizations were: United Federation of Postal
Clerks, National Association of Letter Carriers, National Rural Letter 
Carriers' Association, National Association of Post Office and General 
Services Maintenance Employees, National Federation of Post Office 
Motor Vehicle Employees, and National Association of Special Delivery 
Messengers. In December, 1964 the National Association of Post Office 
Mail Handlers, Watchmen, Messengers and Group Leaders received exclusive 
recognition and in February, 1965 became the seventh union to be cov­
ered by the National Postal Agreement.
^^The text of these standards is in Appendix D.
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A further limitation should be pointed out: Federal agencies
distinguish between grievances and adverse actions. An adverse action
is an action which results in a discharge from employment, a suspension
of an employee from his job for more than thirty days, a furlough
22
without pay, or a reduction in rank or compensation. Grievances
usually involve working conditions. Federal agencies have separate
23
procedures for dealing with adverse action and grievance appeals.
In private industry no such distinction is made; both types of issues 
are generally processed under a single grievance procedure. Prior to 
July 16, 1962 all appeals in the Post Office Department were processed 
under the grievance procedure. After that date, the Department’s 
separate procedure for considering adverse action cases became effective.
Department Grievance Procedure
The basic grievance procedure of the Department is contained in
Article IX of the National Postal Agreement and is applicable to any
24
employee excepting only Christmas or seasonal assistants :
D. Grievance Steps at Installation Level
1. Whenever an employee considers himself aggrieved, he shall 
discuss the matter with his immediate supervisor. If he
O O
U.S., Civil Service Commission, Federal Personnel Manual,
Part 771, Section 771.205, February 9, 1965.
23Procedures involving adverse actions stem from employee pro­
tections provided for in the Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912. More 
recently, adverse action procedures were imposed on all departments 
and agencies by Executive Order 10987 which was issued on the same day, 
January 17, 1962, as Executive Order 10988.
^^Agreements have been negotiated in 1963, 1964, 1966 and 
1968. The 1968 Agreement, unless otherwise noted, will be the basis 
for reference. Only pertinent sections and statements of the basic 
grievance procedure have been extracted for presentation.
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desires, he may be accompanied by a representative of his 
own choice. Both the aggrieved and his representative shall 
be allowed a reasonable amount of official time to present 
the grievance. There shall be no delay and normally the 
efforts of the supervisor to resolve the grievance shall 
not exceed three working days.
2. If the immediate supervisor cannot resolve the grievance the 
employee has the right to discuss the grievance with the head 
of the installation or his designee, and to be accompanied 
by his representative. Both the aggrieved and/or his repre­
sentative shall be allowed a reasonable amount of official 
time to present the grievance. The designee must have author­
ity to resolve the grievance.
3. If as a result of such discussion at Step 2 the grievance is 
not resolved or if the employee does not wish to discuss the 
grievance at Step 2 it shall be reduced to writing and filed 
with the head of the installation.25
4. The grievance shall be signed by the employee or, if he so 
authorizes in writing, it may be signed by his employee organi­
zation representative or by his own chosen representative. . . .
G. Installation Head's Decision
Within five working days from the receipt of the written appeal, 
the installation head shall render a written dated decision to the 
grievant and submit a copy to the employee's representative, if
3ny• • * s
H. Appeal From Installation Head's Decision
If the grieved employee desires to appeal the decision of the head
of the installation but does not desire a hearing, he shall appeal
within five working days after receipt of the decision in writing
to the second level of appeal. A copy of the appeal to the second
level shall be furnished to the installation head who shall forward 
the entire grievance file to the second level of appeal along with 
his answer to the grievance, within five working days. The instal­
lation head's answer should indicate as clearly as is practicable 
the basis for the action taken, a copy of which shall be sent to 
the grievant. The grievant may within five working days after re­
ceipt of the Installation head's answer file exceptions to the 
Regional Director. The grievant's exceptions will become a part 
of the grievance file and must be considered by the Regional 
Director in arriving at a decision. . . .
25
In a post office the head of the installation is the postmaster. 
2&That is, the Regional Director.
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lo Hearing
If the employee desires a hearing either he or his representative 
must notify the installation head in writing, within five working 
days of the installation head’s decision. The installation head 
shall within three working days arrange for formation of a three- 
man hearing committee and he shall arrange a place for the hearing. 
The hearing committee will consist of the following members: the
grievant will name the person of his choice to be a member, in­
stallation head will name the second member, and these two members 
will agree, within three working days, on a third member who will 
act as c h a i r m a n . A l l  three members must be employees of the 
postal service. . . . The hearing committee shall act as an un­
biased group to hear and evaluate such information pertinent to 
the grievance as may be presented by the grievant and management 
of the installation. . . . Conduct of the hearing shall be as 
informal as is consistent with an orderly presentation of the 
case. . . . Within five working days after the completion of the 
hearing, the hearing committee shall furnish the installation head, 
the grievant and his representative with a summary of the hearing 
together with its decision. The decision of the hearing committee 
shall be binding at the expiration of ten working days unless 
appealed at the next higher level by the grievant or his repre­
sentative or the installation head within that period. . . .^8
K. Appeal From Hearing Committee Decision
If the decision of the hearing committee is not acceptable to the 
grievant or to the installation head, either party may appeal in 
writing within ten working days from the hearing committee de­
cision to the second level of appeal. . . . Either party may file 
with the Regional Director exceptions to the summary of the hearing 
committee within the ten-day time limitation. . . .
L. Decision of the Regional Director
If the grievant or his representative requests informal discussion 
prior to the decision, the Regional Director of Industrial Relations 
shall then arrange for the employee and/or his representative to 
meet with him for informal discussion designed to arrive at a 
settlement. . . .  If the Regional Director of Industrial Relations 
is not able to arrive at an informal settlement of the grievance.
^^This committee is like the one provided for in the 1957 pro­
cedure with one exception. There is no provision in the Agreement for 
resolving an impasse in selecting a chairman. It must simply be worked 
out.
28This is a new step. The 1957 procedure provided only for a 
recommendation to the postmaster who made the decision.
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he shall within three days following the informal discussion submit 
the case to the Regional Director who shall render a decision based 
on the merits as contained in the record of the official grievance 
file within ten days. If no informal discussions are held, the 
decision will be rendered within ten days after the receipt of the 
file by the Regional Director. . . . Copies of the decision shall 
be forwarded to the grievant, his representative and the instal­
lation head.
M. Appeals From the Regional Director's Decision
The decision of the Regional Director may be appealed to the De­
partment by the grievant or his representative within ten working 
days from the date of the Regional Director's decision. The appeal 
should be addressed to the Board of Appeals and Review, Bureau of 
Personnel. . .
N. Review by Board of Appeals and Review, Bureau of Personnel
The Board of Appeals and Review, Bureau of Personnel, will docket 
the appeal, notify the employee and other interested parties of its 
receipt, and schedule it for review. There is no right to a 
hearing at this level, but an additional hearing may be granted 
if such is deemed warranted. . . . The Board will render a decision 
on the appeal which shall be considered as the decision of the 
Postmaster General. . . . The Board . . . will notify each party 
of the decision and will forward copies to appropriate postal 
officials, the Employee Organization with national exclusive rec­
ognition and such other parties deemed necessary.
A grievance can be terminated in one of several ways. A griev­
ance will be terminated when so requested by the grievant at any stage 
of the proceedings. A grievance is also terminated when the aggrieved 
accepts a decision and/or fails to appeal a decision made at any step 
of the procedure. Finally, the grievant may pursue the procedure until 
the Board of Appeals and Review renders its decision.
^^The Board consists of three members, one of whom is chairman. 
These officials are career employees of the Department who are appointed 
to these positions without time limitations.
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Comparison with Private Industry 
In the following discussion selected features of the Department 
grievance system will be compared with corresponding features found
on
in private industry procedures. The purpose is to show how the 
Department procedure is similar to or differs from typical industry 
practices, without any implication that one is right and the other is 
wrong.
Definition of admissible grievances. In general usage, a 
grievance may be considered as "any real or imagined feeling of per­
sonal injustice which an employee has concerning his employment rela-
31tionship.' However, the use of formal grievance procedures is not 
necessarily available for all such complaints. Grievance definitions 
may be classified either as unrestrictive or restrictive. An unre- 
strictive definition expresses or implies that any dispute or complaint 
could be processed as a grievance. A restrictive definition limits the 
grievance process to disputes arising under or relating to the specific
30
U.S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Ma.jor 
Collective Bargaining Agreements; Grievance Procedures, November, 
1964, BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1964). This study will be the reference for private industry 
practices. It is based on an analysis of 1,717 collective bargaining 
agreements, each covering 1,000 workers or more, representing almost 
all agreements of this size in the United States, exclusive of rail­
road, airline, and government agreements. Only twenty of these agree­
ments made no reference to a method of settling grievances. Parts of 
the study involve a detailed examination of a sample of nearly one- 
fourth (416) of the 1,717 agreements. It should also be noted that 
none of the private industry agreements in this study mention a multi­
union, single employer situation as exists with the National Postal 
Agreement. Some multi-employer association agreements with a single 
union are included, however.
^^Keith Davis, Human Relations at Work (3d ed.; New York: 
McGraw-Hill Company, 1967), p. 258.
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32terms of the contract. Under each definition, one or more specific 
issues could be excluded from the grievance process without affecting 
the classification.
In the BLS study, grievance definition was unrestricted (any 
and all disputes) in approximately forty-seven per cent of the 1,697 
agreements with grievance procedures. Nearly six per cent of these 
agreements listed one or more specific issues that were excluded from 
the procedure. Restricted definitions were found in about fifty-three 
per cent of the agreements. Approximately four per cent of these, also,
excluded disputes over one or more specific provisions in the agree-
33ment.
The Postal Agreement defines a grievance as:
. . . any cause for dissatisfaction outside an employee's con­
trol if the matter grows out of employment in the Postal Service 
and the remedy sought is within the authority of the Postmaster 
General or other postal off .cials to whom such authority has been 
delegated.3^
Basically, this fits the unrestrictive category of definition found in 
private industry. However, as required by Section 6 (b) of the Order, 
certain issues are excluded. Grievances are not accepted for processing 
which are based on such matters as the mission of the Department, its 
budget, the technology of performing its work, its organization, and 
assignment of personnel unless such assignment violates laws, régula-
05
tions or policy. These exclusions fall in the general area of
^^BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., p. 6.
33lbid., pp. 2, 6-7.
34postal Agreement, Article IX, Section A. 1. This definition 
is almost identical to the definition given in the 1957 procedure.
3 5 i b i d .
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"management rights." Only nine of the 1,697 industry contracts pro- 
vided for exclusions of this nature.
In addition, four other types of issues are excluded from the 
grievance procedure because separate procedures exist for their handling. 
These are: (1) adverse actions, (2) determination of grade level,
(3) cases of alleged discrimination because of race, creed, color, 
national origin or sex, and (4) interpretations or alleged violations
O "7
of the National Agreement. The first issue, adverse actions, has 
already been discussed. Cases of the "adverse action" type in private 
industry are handled through the regular grievance procedures. Re­
garding the second issue, determination of grade level, private industry 
generally negotiates on wages and job classifications and considers
3 0
disputes over such matters as grievance items. In the Postal Service
grade level determination, rates of pay and appointment procedures
are specified by law. The Civil Rights Act had not been passed when
the BLS study was made; therefore, the issue of alleged discrimination
cannot be compared with private industry agreements. Under the Postal
Agreement, if a grievance is based in whole or in part on discrimination,
the claim of discrimination is adjudicated under applicable Civil
39Service Commission and Departmental regulations.
The fourth issue, dealing with interpretations or alleged vio­
lations of the National Agreement, represents perhaps the greatest
^^BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., p. 10.
37postal Agreement, Article IX, Section A. 5. 
^®BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., p. 10. 
39postal Agreement, Article IX, Section V.
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departure from industry practices. The BLS study did not indicate a 
single agreement which excluded interpretation or alleged violations of 
the contract from the grievance procedure. The reason these issues are 
excluded from the Department grievance procedure is that Article VI 
of the Agreement has specific jurisdiction over these matters.
Article VI covers the administration and interpretation of the 
Agreement through a process of consultation and/or exchange of informa­
tion between the Department and the organizations who are parties to 
40
the Agreement. The processing of alleged violations of the National
Agreement is also provided for under Article VI.
The BLS study indicates that many private industry agreements
supplement a broadly defined grievance procedure by specifically
41
mentioning items which are to be dealt with as grievances. The
three issues which are specifically mentioned in the Postal Agreement
are: promotions, alleged violations of local agreements, and denial
42
of a salary step-increase. Disputes involving the denial of promotion
to non-supervisory positions set forth in the Supplemental Agreement 
on Seniority are processed under the basic procedure. Any other pro­
motion appeal is dealt with under Article X X I I I . T h e  grievance 
issues involving alleged violations of local agreements and appeals
40
Consultation and exchange of information are defined under 
Organizations’ Rights, Article IV, Sections D. 1(a) and (b).
^^BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., pp. 12-13.
42postal Agreement, Article IX, Section A. 2, 3 and 4.
^^This Article deals with promotions to supervisory, adminis­
trative and managerial positions. This topic will be discussed 
further under special grievance procedures.
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on the denial of a salary step-increase are not processed according 
to the basic procedure; they are discussed below in the section 
titled "special grievance procedures.
The basic definition of a grievance in the Agreement does appear 
to be unrestrictive. However, the number and importance of the exclu­
sions provided for have the practical effect of transposing the defini­
tion into the restrictive classification.
Presentation of grievances and grievance representation. Griev­
ances in the Department are initiated and appealed by the aggrieved 
employee. An employee organization can file a grievance only on behalf 
of an employee and only after written authorization from h i m . T h e  
employee has the right to select whomever he desires to represent him 
at each level of the grievance procedure, whether that person is an 
organization member or not, a postal employee or not. If the aggrieved 
employee requests to be represented by an organization rather than 
by an individual, management recognizes the president of that organi­
zation or his designee as the employee's representative.^^ In the 
event the person selected is someone other than a representative of 
the organization with exclusive recognition, the organization with 
exclusive recognition has the right to be notified and be present at 
all steps of the procedure beginning with the discussion with the in­
stallation head (D. 2.). This also involves furnishing the organization 
with a copy of any written decision or summary and permitting the
47
organization to state its position on the grievance at each step.
^^Postal Agreement, Article IX, Sections A. 2 and 4.
45lbid., Section C. ^^Ibid.. Section E. ^^Ibid., Section F.
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Throughout the Department procedure the employee and his desire 
is emphasized. The organization with exclusive recognition or any 
other representative is an adjunct to the aggrieved. In private 
industry the union has a more dominant position. In a detailed study 
of 416 agreements, provisions were found in 395 of the agreements, 
identifying who could initiate a grievance. Only twenty provided for 
initiation by the employee without mentioning the union. Initial pre­
sentation by union representatives, without mention of employee partic­
ipation, was specified in approximately one-third (137) of the
agreements. Almost sixty per cent (238) initially involved both the
48
employee and the union. In most agreements the right of appeal was
vested with the union, once the union took charge of processing the 
49
grievance.
Regarding representation, private industry agreements made no 
mention of anyone other than members of the union who could act as the 
grievance representative. At the earlier stages of the grievance 
procedure the union representative was most often a local employee of 
the c o m p a n y . A t  higher steps, many agreements provided for a union 
grievance committee.However, when an unresolved dispute moves 
beyond the early stages of a grievance procedure, unions generally want 
to bring in higher level representatives who are not employees of the 
company to deal with higher levels of management. These outside
^®BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., pp. 18-20.
49lbid.. p. 21.
50lbid., pp. 23-25.
S^Ibid., p. 29.
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representatives are usually full-time union employees or officials.
The vast majority of agreements studied made provision for such partic- 
52ipation.
Procedural steps. The process through which unresolved dis­
putes move varies considerably among private industry agreements, re­
flecting different organizational or decision-making structures. The 
size of a plant or company seems to be a key factor ; that is, larger
organizational units tend to have a greater number of formal procedural 
53steps. This is not the case in the Department procedure. The agree­
ment procedure is basically a three-step procedure— installation, 
regional, and Board of Appeals and Review. Within these various levels, 
though, a number of possible sub-steps are provided for. It can be 
noted, however, that as a grievance appeal moves up, the procedure 
closely follows the authority structure of the Department.
Private industry procedures ranged from simple informal to 
highly formalized ones of six steps or more. Most contracts specified 
three or four s t e p s . T h e  only agreements which provided for anything 
similar to the hearing at a postal installation were some of the multi­
employer association agreements.
Time limits. Nearly five out of every six (343) of the private 
industry agreements examined in detail set forth time limits on some or 
all steps of the grievance procedure. Seventy-four set a time limit
CO
Ibid., pp. 31-32. A similar situation is not precluded by 
the Postal Agreement. The aggrieved employee may request a higher level 
organization official to be his representative.
S^lbid., p. 33.
54ibid.
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for each action; seventy-three had no time limits specified. The re­
maining provisions varied considerably, ranging from time limits on 
certain phases of the procedural steps, such as a time limit on manage­
ment’s answer in each step, to limits on all steps except initiation 
and/or the final step.^^
Limitations on the initiation of a dispute varied in both 
length of time and the effective starting date. The amount of time 
in which the aggrieved party was allowed to initiate a grievance 
ordinarily ranged from two weeks to two months, but intervals as short 
as three days and as long as one year were found. The effective 
starting date ranged from the beginning or the termination of the act 
which caused the dispute, the time the aggrieved became aware of the 
act, or a combination of t h e s e . T h e  Postal Agreement states that a 
grievance can be filed provided action is initiated "within thirty (30) 
working days from the date of the action or condition giving rise to 
the grievance.
Agreements in private industry often excluded Saturdays, Sundays,
and holidays from time limitations, or specified that only working days
would be counted. Others merely stated the number of days, without
58
indicating whether nonworkdays were to be included. The Postal pro­
cedure uses both workday designations and "calendar" days.^^
55ibid., pp. 37-41. SGlbid.
57postal Agreement, Article IX, Section C.
^^BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., p. 38.
59see Sections D. 1, G, and K for examples of workday time 
limits. Section L lists time limits in terms of days (calendar).
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Several steps of the Department procedure do not indicate time 
limits. These are:
1. The discussion with the installation head. (D. 2)
2. Filing the written grievance. (D. 3)
3. Hearing. (I)^^
4. Set up and conduct an informal discussion with Regional 
Director of Industrial Relations. (L)
5. Review and decision by the Board of Appeals and Review. (N)
In industry procedures, overall time limits (from the time action
took place until the ultimate decision) ranged from less than one week 
to over one year. Periods of one week through two months, however, 
were most common. More complex multi-step procedures involved longer 
overall time limits than informal one- or two-step procedures. Among 
exceptions to this were occasional agreements which permitted from six 
months to a year for initiating a grievance, but limited processing to 
a few days or weeks.
Under the Agreement, one study indicates that it takes a 
minimum of twenty weeks to process a grievance up to and through the 
Regional Director, if all parties act immediately.^^ The time period 
may be longer because of the several steps, already indicated, where no
Time limitation with respect to the date of the hearing or 
time limits within which the hearing will be held are not stated in 
the Agreement, but such a hearing should not be delayed an unreasonable 
period of time. Prompt settlement of the grievance is desirable in 
the interest of sound employee-management relations.
^^BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., p. 40.
G^U.S., The President's Commission on Postal Organization, June, 
1968, Towards Postal Excellence, Annex (Contractors' Reports), Vol. IV 
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968), p. 5.104.
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time limits are indicated. An equally long period of time can elapse 
before the Board of Appeals and Review makes a decision on an appeal 
before it.^^
Written records. Written presentation of the grievance at some 
stage of the procedure was required in most industry agreements. Gen­
erally, where a written grievance was required the agreements also 
specified that management's reply was to be in w r i t i n g . T h e  Depart­
ment procedure also provides for similar requirements.
Special grievance procedures. In the industry study, grievance 
procedures which deviated from the regular procedure were found in 
more than half of the 416 agreements studied in detail. Some involved 
skipping or adding steps; others specified completely separate pro­
cedures. The issue most frequently found to require a special grievance 
procedure (113 agreements) was discharge and/or discipline. Some 
examples of other issues were company-union grievances (77 agreements), 
plantwide-areawide grievances (32), and safety and health (14) . As 
previously stated, some of these issues are excluded as grievances and 
handled under separate procedures by the Postal Agreement; for example, 
adverse actions (discharge-discipline) are dealt with under Article X; 
Article VI, Administration and Interpretation, deals with areas similar 
to company-union and plantwide-areawide type grievances.
Under the Postal Agreement there are four situations which use 
modified or different steps from the basic procedure; promotions.
^^This will be dealt with in Chapter V.
G^BLS Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., pp. 41 and 44. 
65lbid., pp. 48-51.
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alleged violations of local agreements, denials of a step-increase, and 
decisions made above the postmaster or Regional Director. In regard to 
promotions, prior to July, 1965 all promotion appeals were processed 
under the basic procedure. After that date appeals involving promotions 
to supervisory, administrative and managerial positions were handled by 
procedures set forth in Article X X I I I . T h e  only basis on which this 
type appeal can be made is that a procedural error is alleged to have 
been made in processing the promotion. The determination of qualifica­
tions or relative qualifications is not considered a procedural matter.
In order to file an appeal, a promotion must have been made for which 
the appellant was eligible.
Representation rights and time limits on filing an appeal under 
Article XXIII are the same as those specified in Article IX. A promotion 
decision by the installation head is appealed to the Regional Director. 
The Director, upon receipt of the appeal, notifies the postmaster to 
establish an audit committee which will develop the facts relating to 
the procedural handling of the p r o m o t i o n . W i t h i n  ten calendar days 
after formation, the audit committee will send the Regional Director' a
signed report setting forth joint and/or individual findings concerning
69the handling of the promotion.
^^Postal Agreement, Article IX, Section Q.
G^Ibid., Article XXIII, Section B.
G^The audit committee consists of a representative of the Post­
master and a representative of the employee organization which holds 
national exclusive recognition.
G9postal Agreement, Article XXIII, Section G.
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If the appellant requests an informal discussion at the time he 
appeals, the Regional Director of Industrial Relations shall arrange a 
meeting prior to the Regional Director's decision. Following this 
meeting the Regional Director of Industrial Relations shall summarize 
the discussion and make his recommendation to the Regional Director.
The Regional Director renders his decision (based on the official appeal 
file, the committee's report, and the discussion summary) within ten 
days after receipt of the audit committee report. If the Director de­
cides that there was a procedural error, he shall order immediate 
corrective a c t i o n . T h e r e  is no appeal from this decision.
Another situation which deviates from the basic procedure con­
cerns alleged violations of local a g r e e m e n t s . I n  this case the local 
organization with exclusive recognition, as well as an employee, has 
the right to file a grievance. The basic procedure is followed to and 
including the decision of the postmaster (Section G). An appeal of his 
decision is made to the next regularly scheduled local Labor-Management 
Committee m e e t i n g . I f  not resolved, the grievance may be appealed to 
the Regional Director whose decision will be final. If requested, a dis­
cussion may be had with the Regional Director of Industrial Relations 
prior to the issuance of the decision.
The third special procedure has to do with grievance appeals
73
based on the denial of a step-increase. Prior to 1966 the regular
^^Ibid., Section H. ^^Ibid., Article IX, Section R.
^^These meetings are provided for under Article VI, Section 
E, Administration— Agreement at Local Installation level.
^^Postal Agreement, Article IX, Section S.
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procedure was used for grievances of this type.^^ An employee notified 
that a step-increase has been withheld has ten calendar days to file 
a written grievance with the postmaster. The postmaster has five 
working days to render his written decision. The employee may appeal 
to the Regional Director within five calendar days of this decision.
This is a first level appeal under the procedure.
The Regional Director, upon receipt of the appeal, assigns a 
Hearing Officer-Investigator to make an investigation and obtain suf­
ficient facts to permit the Regional Director to make a decision. The
investigation is limited to consideration of the employee's service
within the waiting period only. This is the period of time legally 
required between step increases. No hearing is conducted, but the 
investigator should interview the appellant and/or his representative 
and the management officials who have knowledge of the employee's 
service during the waiting period. Within twenty days after his assign­
ment, the investigator must complete the investigation and submit his 
summary and finding of fact to the Regional Director. Copies of his 
report are also sent to the appellant and the postmaster. Each side 
is given five days to submit objections to the report. Within ten days 
after receipt of a complete file the Regional Director renders his
written decision to the affected parties. If the employee desires to
appeal to the Board of Appeals and Review he follows a procedure which
There are twenty-one Postal Field Service levels. Within 
each level is a series of steps (12 in the lower grades, 10 in most 
of the higher grades) through which employees progress by length of 
satisfactory service. In the lower grades, which includes the bulk 
of post office employees, step-increases are given annually for six 
years and triennially thereafter. The grade and pay classification 
is set by law and is uniform throughout the country.
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is like that previously discussed under the basic grievance process 
(Sections M and N). The only difference is that, in this case, the 
Board is acting as a second level of appeal; under the basic grievance 
procedure the Board is the third level of appeal.
The fourth modification is a "catchall" section for exceptions 
to the basic p r o c e d u r e . T h e  purpose is to provide a means of handling 
grievances which arise from action taken by, or at the specific direction 
of, an official above the postmaster or the Regional Director. The 
procedure is to file the grievance directly with that official. In 
such cases the grievant has the same right to request a hearing as 
provided for in the basic p r o c e d u r e . T h e  official with whom the 
grievance is filed must arrange the hearing to serve the convenience 
of the employee, normally at the location where the grievant is employed.
Unsettled grievance disputes. More than ninety-four per cent 
(1,609) of the private industry agreements with grievance procedures
^^Postal Agreement, Article IX, Section T.
^^To illustrate, consider a case where an employee was held 
responsible for the cost of repairs to a motor vehicle which had been 
damaged and the affected employee is aggrieved. The initial action 
was taken by the Regional Director. There is no provision or need for 
informal discussion with the immediate supervisor, so the formal 
grievance is initially directed to the Regional Director who issues 
a formal decision to the grievance. If appealed and a hearing is re­
quested, it is so arranged. If the Regional Director or the grievant 
is not satisfied with the decision of the hearing committee, a first 
level appeal can be made to the Assistant Postmaster General, Bureau of 
Operations. If the Regional Director is not satisfied with the decision 
of the Assistant Postmaster General, Bureau of Operations, he has no 
further appeal. If the grievant is not satisfied, he may file a 
second and final level appeal to the Board of Appeals and Review.
The time limits and basic rights of the affected parties correspond 
to those provided in the basic grievance procedure, except that the 
Board is not held to the second level decision time limit of ten calendar 
days.
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provided for final and binding arbitration of unsettled grievances.
Of the remaining agreements, sixty-two allowed strike action if the 
grievance was not settled; nine banned strikes during the term of the 
agreement; and seventeen neither banned nor explicitly permitted
strikes.
The Agreement differs from industry practices in several ways. 
First, the only kind of arbitration permitted is advisory arbitra­
tion, as prescribed by Section 8(b) of Executive Order 10988.79 Second, 
advisory arbitration of grievances is not the terminal step of the 
grievance procedure. Advisory arbitration of grievances may be re­
quested only at the second level of appeal, following the Regional
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Director's decision. Finally, as previously stated, the right to
81
strike is prohibited to Federal employees. During the period investi­
gated by this writer (1962-68) advisory arbitration of a grievance 
was not used in the Post Office Department.
The net effect is that the Department is the ultimate decider 
of any unsettled grievances. At any point in time there may be 
grievances awaiting a decision or an appeal at one level or another; 
however, if pursued through all steps, the Department's decision
77b l S Bulletin No. 1425-1, op. cit., p. 56. 
78ibid.
79postal Agreement, Article XI, Section A 2. 
8^Ibid., Section A 1(b).
8^Public Law 84-330, August 9, 1955.
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ultimately prevails. Once the Board of Appeals and Review renders
82
its decision the parties at interest have no further recourse.
Summary
The Department and the employee organizations are gaining ex­
perience in negotiating and utliizing a grievance system. Emphasis 
is placed on prompt and satisfactory settlement informally and avoid-
QO
ance of the formal procedures. The key individual is the immediate 
supervisor and the atmosphere he maintains in his work area.
Many similarities may be noted between the Agreement procedure 
and industry practices, but differences do exist. Some of the major 
differences are :
1. The emphasis on the employee and his desires rather than
on the employee organization, at the various stages of
the procedure;
2. The absence of many issues considered as grievance issues 
in the private sector;
3. The apparent longer processing time allowed; and
4. The lack of binding arbitration as the terminal step.
During this study of employee organizations in the Post Office
Department, management and non-management personnel were asked to
B^This will no doubt be changed in future Agreements. On October 
29, 1969, President Nixon issued Executive Order 11491 which is designed 
to strengthen the Federal labor relations system by bringing it more into 
line with practices in the private sector. Section 14 of this order 
states that negotiated grievance procedures may provide for the arbitra­
tion of employee grievances rather than advisory arbitration which is 
presently permitted. The Postal Reorganization Act of 1970 provides that 
collective-bargaining agreements may include procedures for binding third- 
party arbitration (Section 1206).
BBpostal Agreement, Article IX, Section B.
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express their views about the present negotiated grievance procedure. 
Officials of the following kinds of organizations responded in con­
fidence:
a. Six of the seven organizations with national exclusive 
recognition who are signers of the National Agreement,
b . One of the two organizations with national formal recog­
nition,
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c. One of the three postal management organizations,
d. One member of the Post Office Department Advisory Board.
The following statements represent a summary of these responses.
The unanimous feeling of all respondents was that the present 
grievance procedure represented a great improvement over the previous 
cumbersome policy which existed prior to the Order. There was, however, 
general concern that the grievance system was too time-consuming.
It was generally felt that day-to-day practice, at the local 
level, did not always follow the procedures. Opinion was that lack of 
knowledge and/or training were the primary causes. Both management 
and employees were criticized on this point. One suggested improvement 
was that a single procedure for all types of appeals would be bene­
ficial and more readily understood.
Officials of several organizations felt that the hearing com­
mittee decisions should carry more weight. One suggested that unanimous 
decisions of the hearing committee should be binding on both parties.
®^Neither one of the postmaster organizations ever acknowledged 
repeated attempts to communicate with them.
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Another suggested that all hearing committee decisions be accepted 
without further appeal.
Indications were that many grievances were being resolved 
informally at the local level. The organizations were pleased that 
every employee had the right to be heard and that a formal system 
existed for the presentation of his grievances. Even though some 
grievances may seem to have little substantive merit, the system 
served the purpose of relieving tension.
As with most new experiences, the organizations felt that 
changes would be needed in the future. Binding arbitration or some 
form of economic sanction were suggested or implied in several of 
the replies.
In this chapter the evolution of a grievance system in the 
Post Office Department has been discussed and the present grievance 
procedure has been studied. The administration of the grievance pro­
cedure at the regional level will be examined in the next chapter and 
the nature of grievances which have been appealed to the Dallas Re­
gional Office will be presented.
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There was concern expressed that the system was based on an 
executive order. It was felt that without the enactment of legislation 
guaranteeing their rights, the employees had no real protection.
CHAPTER V
DALLAS REGIONAL OFFICE GRIEVANCE STUDY
This investigator's interest in the Post Office Department was 
stimulated in the Fall of 1962. At that time final plans were formu­
lated between the University of Oklahoma and the Post Office Department 
for a series of conferences entitled "Transition to Union Recognition." 
The purpose of this joint venture was to assist postmasters and other 
key postal personnel in implementing Executive Order 10988. The writer 
was privileged to serve as a group leader during each of the four 
weekly conferences and it proved to be a rewarding experience.
In the years which followed, this interest was maintained. 
Subsequent events led to the decision to study the administration of 
grievances in the Post Office Department. Inquiry was made to Senator 
A. S. Mike Monroney, Oklahoma, Chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. Upon Senator Monroney's recommendation, 
a request for permission to conduct the study was sent to Mr. Richard 
J. Murphy, Assistant Postmaster General, Bureau of Personnel. The 
Dallas Regional Office was specifically requested as the area of study 
due to its geographical proximity to the writer. Mr. Murphy expressed 
his willingness to cooperate and so advised the Dallas Regional 
Director, B. M. Meyers, Jr. Mr. Meyers then arranged for Mr. Debs 
Hensley, Regional Director, Personnel Division, to act as the initial
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point of contact. A meeting with Mr. Hensley, Mr. J. M. Brinkman, Jr., 
Special Assistant for Employee Relations, and Mr. Howard J. "Mike" 
O'Brien, Personnel Assistant, established that Mr. O'Brien would serve 
as the regional liaison for needed information and assistance.
The Dallas Regional Office was opened on June 14, 1954, the 
third of fifteen regional offices proposed in the 1949 Hoover Commis­
sion Report to Congress.^ The Dallas Region consists of Texas and 
Louisiana. Some selected postal data indicating the relative size of 
the region are shown in Table 3.
TABLE 3
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DALLAS REGION,
U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, JUNE 30, 1968
Characteristic Number Percentage^ Rank^
Employees 40,423 5.5 9
Volume (millions of pieces) 3,976 5.0 9
Revenue (thousands of dollars) 306,646 5.6 8
Post Offices :
First Class 309 6.4 8
Second, Third, Fourth Class 1,839 6.7 7
®Per cent of total Post Office Department.
^Rank among fifteen regions.
SOURCE: U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Post­
master General 1968 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1968), pp. 180-81, 198-99.
^U.S., Post Office Department, Annual Report of the Postmaster 
General 1954 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1954), p. 2.
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This chapter consists of two sections. In the first, the admin­
istrative procedures and practices of the Dallas Regional Office in 
dealing with grievance appeals will be discussed. The second section 
contains a study of the grievances which were appealed to the Dallas 
Regional Office from 1963-1968.
Dallas Regional Administrative Procedures
Under the basic grievance procedure in the National Postal Agree­
ment, a regional office does not become involved until a formal grievance
is appealed to it. Such appeals can arise under the following circum­
stances :
1. the grievant appeals the decision of the installation head
(postmaster), but does not desire an installation hearing;
2. the grievant appeals the decision of the hearing committee;
or
3. the postmaster appeals the decision of the hearing committee.
A formal grievance is one which has not been resolved informally
through discussions with the grievant's immediate supervisor and/or his 
postmaster. Such a grievance is reduced to writing and filed with the 
postmaster. The written statement of a grievance must contain the fol­
lowing information:
a. Title and grade level of grievant,
b. Nature of the grievance,
c. Corrective action requested and reasons,
d. Summary of efforts made to resolve grievance informally,
e. Name of designated representative (individual or organization)
if any.2
^National Postal Agreement, March 9, 1968, Article IX, Section
D. 4.
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This information becomes the nucleus of the grievance file. Following 
the postmaster's decision, a written copy of that decision is placed in 
the file. This becomes the official grievance file and is held for use 
in the event of a further appeal.
If the grievant desires to appeal the postmaster's decision to 
the Regional Director, but does not desire an installation hearing, he 
may file exceptions to the postmaster's answer to the grievance. These 
exceptions become a part of the grievance file. If informal discussion 
at the regional level is desired, such a request must be included in the 
written appeal which becomes a part of the official file, also.
If a hearing is held at the installation, a summary of the hearing 
and a copy of the hearing committee's decision are placed in the griev­
ance file. In the event that the decision of the hearing committee is 
not acceptable to the grievant or to the postmaster, either party may 
appeal in writing to the Regional Director. The grievant shall request 
informal discussion at the regional level at this time if he desires 
such discussion. In addition, either party may file with the Regional 
Director exceptions to the summary of the hearing committee. The appeal 
and exceptions, if any, also become a part of the official file.
In the Dallas Regional Office, when the official grievance file 
and any supporting documents arrives, it is forwarded to the Personnel 
Division and to Mr. Howard J. "Mike" O'Brien. Mr. O'Brien reads the 
entire file to insure its completeness and logs it in his grievance 
history record. This record is Mr. O'Brien's own creation, consisting 
of a 5 X 8 card for each appealed grievance case which shows the pertinent
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information from the grievance file. This record of grievance cases 
handled at the Dallas Office proved to be invaluable to this research 
because postal regulations require that grievance files need be retained 
for only two years after the final appellate decision.
If the grievant or his representative requests informal dis­
cussion prior to the Regional Director's decision, Mr. O'Brien makes 
the necessary arrangements and conducts the discussion.^ Although the 
ensuing discussion involves only the grievant and/or his representative 
and Mr. O'Brien, no final settlement is made without informally checking 
with the grievant's postmaster. This action is not prescribed in the 
grievance procedure, but has been adopted as a desirable practice in 
the best interests of all parties concerned.
If the informal discussion does not result in a settlement of 
the grievance, or if no informal discussions are held, the matter awaits 
the Regional Director's decision. At the Dallas Regional Office the 
Director's decision is prepared and written by Mr. O'Brien. This de­
cision is made following a complete analysis of the basic grievance and 
all supporting documents. The decision is based upon Mr. O'Brien's
^Information includes such items as the employee's name, clas­
sification, post office location, nature of the grievance, date and 
type decision rendered at the regional level, date and type decision 
rendered by the Board of Appeals and Review, and other information which 
is deemed pertinent to the history of the case.
^The procedure states that the Regional Director of Industrial 
Relations performs this activity. In the Dallas Region the title "Re­
gional Director, Personnel Division" is used in lieu of Regional 
Director of Industrial Relations. At the Dallas Office, Mr. O'Brien 
has been designated by the Director, Personnel Division, as the indiv­
idual to conduct the informal discussions.
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experience and knowledge of the National Agreement, the Postal Manual, 
and applicable postal policy and regulations.
In the normal course of events involving grievance appeals in 
the Dallas Regional Office, one individual makes the decisions and main­
tains the records. As a practical matter, however, any new, unusual, 
or sensitive issues involved in a grievance appeal will be discussed 
with other regional level and/or local post office personnel before the 
decision is prepared. Copies of the regional actions are placed in the 
official file. If the case is appealed, the entire file is forwarded 
to the Board of Appeals and Review.
Every six months the regional office submits a grievance report 
to the Department. This report shows the number of grievances appealed 
to the region for the period, the number decided, the number on hand, 
and how many were sustained and not sustained. No distinction is made 
in this report between appeals initiated by employees and those initiated 
by postmasters.
As a general practice, the Dallas Region holds a training con­
ference once a year for personnel technicians and personnel officers 
from the large- and middle-size post offices in the region. Some dis­
cussion of grievances takes place at these meetings. General informa­
tion about the Regional Office’s experience with appeals may be pre­
sented. Also, the participants may be asked about the type of grievances 
they are encountering and resolving at the local level.^
5
No records are maintained and no reporting system is established 
for reporting to the Regional Office any information about grievances 
which have been informally or formally resolved at the local level. In 
short, the Regional Office only knows about the grievances which are 
appealed to it.
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The procedures for handling grievance appeals at the Dallas 
Regional Office are basically those which are specified in the Postal 
Agreement. The presence of an experienced Personnel Assistant has re­
sulted in a simple method of dealing with the entire process— Mr. O'Brien 
takes care of it.
Analysis of Dallas Region Grievance Appeals
Information for this section was extracted from records main­
tained by Mr. O'Brien. The data were obtained in January, 1969, and 
cover grievance appeals from December, 1963 through December, 1968.^
All appeals in this investigation were made under the National Postal 
Agreement grievance procedures negotiated under Executive Order 10988.^
A total of 356 grievances were appealed to the Dallas Office during the 
period studied. Table 4 gives the number of these appeals by fiscal period.
An attempt was made to obtain information pertaining to appealed 
grievances throughout the Postal Service prior to Executive Order 10988 
so that comparisons could be made with appeals under the Order. Such
O
data are not available. Only limited information on regional appeals 
after 1962 was obtained.^
^The first appeal decisions in the Dallas Regional Office occurred 
in December, 1963.
^Executive Order 10988, issued January 17, 1962, became operational 
July 1, 1962. The initial National Postal Agreement was signed March 
20, 1963 and became effective April 1, 1963.
^Letter from J. H. Clyde, Board of Appeals and Review, Bureau of 
Personnel, May, 1969.
^The information is for the Department as a whole. Data for each 
region were not available. Some information regarding decisions rendered 
by the Board of Appeals and Review was also secured and will be included 
in a later part of this section.
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TABLE 4
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEE GRIEVANCES APPEALED TO THE 
DALLAS REGIONAL OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT, BY FISCAL YEAR, 1964-1969
Fiscal
Year
Number of 
Grievances
1964% 26
1965 54
1966 76
1967 93
1968 71
1969% 36
Total 356
^Last seven months only. 
^First six months only.
Characteristics of Grievance Appeals 
Outside of the parties involved and the regional personnel who 
actually handle them, little is known about the appealed grievances 
other than the total number of them. No methods or procedures exist 
for categorizing and compiling information pertaining to them.
Grievance issues. As a first step in studying these appeals it 
was necessary to develop a means of classifying the grievance issue in 
each appeal case. Article IX of the National Agreement suggested some 
categories, such as promotions, salary step-increases, and violations 
of local agreements. The annual reports of the Federal Mediation and
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Conciliation Service were helpful in suggesting other possible cate­
gories .
After reading the records of appealed grievances in the Dallas 
Office and considering the above sources, the following grievance issue 
classifications were decided upon.
1. Promotion— involves grade level changes and includes appeals
filed under Article IX and Article XXIII.
2. Assignment and Seniority— involves job duties and respon­
sibilities, preferred assignments and seniority 
issues, reassignments and training, unauthorized 
personnel doing work.
3. Scheduling— involves work week and tour schedules, over­
time and holiday scheduling, travel and training 
time, compensatory time.
4. Wage Adjustment— involves basic "pockethook" issues, such
as step-increases, higher level pay, travel and 
training pay, payment of overtime.
5. Discipline— involves issues concerned with counseling and
letters of warning.
6. Leave— involves issues connected with annual leave, sick
leave, leave without pay, AWOL.
7. Financial Responsibility— involves damages to Departmental
equipment and loss of Departmental merchandise 
and/or money.
For example see U.S., Federal Mediation and Conciliation 
Service, Eighteenth Annual Report. 1965, pp. 46, 64. Shown are various 
mediation and arbitration issues handled by the Service.
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8. Supervision and Work Conditions— involves general employee- 
management relations, work direction, safety and 
health, and grievances not otherwise identified.
Using these categories, each appeal in the study was classified 
as to the nature of the grievance issue. The summary of this classifi­
cation is shown in Table 5. In a few cases the subject of the grievance 
overlapped the above classifications and a decision was made as to the 
primary issue in order to assign the grievance to a single classifica­
tion.
TABLE 5
TYPES OF GRIEVANCE ISSUES APPEALED TO THE DALLAS REGIONAL 
OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Issue
Number of 
Grievances
Percentage 
of Total
Promotion 62 17.4
Assignment and Seniority 77 21.6
Scheduling 44 12.4
Wage Adjustment 22 6.2
Discipline 30 8.4
Leave 48 13.5
Financial Responsibility 14 3.9
Supervision and Work Conditions 59 16.6
Total 356 100.0
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In looking at Table 5, several observations may be made. One 
out of every five appeals involved a work assignment and seniority 
issue. It was pointed out in Chapter III that postal work is character­
ized by occupational crafts and several of these crafts have long 
histories in the Department. The nature of work assignments and who 
performs them are of vital concern to the craft-conscious employee.
In the case of seniority, length of service is an important factor 
whereby employees obtain a measure of security and privilege in their 
jobs. The bureaucratic nature of the Department tends to emphasize 
length of service in many personnel decisions.
Three issues directly involved potential gains or losses of 
money— promotion, wage adjustment, and financial responsibility. To­
gether they accounted for 27.5 per cent of the appeals. Two other types 
of grievances, scheduling and leaveé, could also have a monetary effect. 
In the case of leaves, income could be lost if certain types of leave ■ 
were not accounted for as the employee desired.
For many years employees of the Department had no method of ex­
pressing complaints about their working environment without fear of 
losing their jobs. The negotiated grievance procedure provides a pro­
tected means of disclosing these dissatisfactions. Although other issues 
may also represent these discontents, it can be noted that one out of 
every six appeals specifically involved grievances about work conditions 
or some aspect of supervision.
Type of employee. The next step involved classifying the kind 
of employee or employees who were aggrieved in each appeal. For this
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purpose, the seven major craft designations found in local post office 
installations were used. An eighth category, miscellaneous, was used 
to classify grievances from employees assigned to non-craft work or 
grievances filed by employees from two or more different crafts. Table 
6 summarizes the results of this classification.
TABLE 6
TYPES OF AGGRIEVED EMPLOYEES APPEALING TO THE DALLAS REGIONAL 
OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Employee Craft Number of 
Grievances
Percentage 
of Total
Letter Carriers 125 35.1
Maintenance Employees 9 2.5
Mail Handlers, Watchmen, 
Messengers and Group 
Leaders 17 4.8
Special Delivery Messengers 2 .6
Motor Vehicle Employees 5 1.4
Rural Letter Carriers 3 .8
Postal Clerks 185 52.0
Miscellaneous 10 2.8
Total 356 100.0
Of these appeals, thirty-nine, or eleven per cent, were group 
appeals involving two or more grievants. The number of these appeals, 
by employee classification, involved:
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Letter Carriers ..................................... 10
Maintenance Employees ..............................  4
Mail Handler, et al.................................... 2
Postal Clerks .......................................  21
Mixed-Craft .........................................  2
In addition, seventeen individuals filed two grievances during the 
period of the study which were appealed to the regional office. Eight 
of these were letter carriers, two were maintenance employees, six were 
clerks, and one was a non-craft employee.
Not all of the grievances were appealed by the aggrieved em­
ployee. As discussed in Chapter IV, the grievance procedure provides 
that the decision of the hearing committee may be appealed to the Regional 
Director by either the grievant or the installation head (postmaster)
In twenty-two cases the appeal was made by the postmaster; of this 
number, sixteen involved letter carriers, five concerned postal clerks, 
and one was a mail handler.
As indicated in the above table, two crafts, the letter carriers 
and postal clerks, dominated in the number of appeals filed with the 
Dallas Office. This is not wholly unexpected as these two crafts repre­
sented 78.7 per cent of the field service in January, 1 9 6 8 . In 
addition, these crafts are the oldest organized employee groups in the 
Department. Together they accounted for 87.1 per cent of the appealed 
grievances in the study.
11
Postal Agreement, Article IX, Section K.
l^Computed from Table 2. The field service is made up of the 
rank-and-file post office employees. The field service excludes postmast­
ers, supervisors, and headquarters, regional and other support personnel.
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Appeal disposition. In the third method of classification each 
appeal was categorized on the basis of the action taken to resolve or 
dispose of it after the appeal reached the Dallas Office. Several courses 
of action were possible. The most obvious ones were those indicated 
in Section L of the grievance procedure. These include;
a. An informal settlement before the Regional Director makes 
a decision;
b. Regional Director's decision upholding the aggrieved em­
ployee; and
c. Regional Director's decision not to uphold the aggrieved 
employee.
In addition to these decision alternatives, the Regional Office may re­
ject the appeal, remand the appeal to the local installation for some 
further action, or render a modified decision in which the employee's 
grievance is sustained in part and denied in part.
Two other possible outcomes do not involve official regional 
action: the aggrieved may withdraw his appeal from further processing,
or the grievance may be resolved by informal means at the installation 
level after the appeal has been filed with the Regional Office, but 
before any regional action is taken.
Based on the above possibilities, the following categories were 
used to classify the disposition of the appeals in the study group.
1. Sustained— this means that the employee's contention in his 
grievance was upheld. This also includes those 
cases in which the postmaster appealed and he 
was not upheld.
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2. Not Sustained— the employee appeal was not upheld and the
grievance was denied. Included are postmaster 
appeals in which the postmaster was upheld.
3. Rejected— refusal by the Regional Office to handle the appeal.
Reasons most often given were that the employee's 
complaint was not a grievance, it involved 
management rights, or the required procedures 
had not been followed.
4. Informally Resolved— settlement was made during the informal
discussions at the Regional Office.
5. Modified— the regional decision upheld the appeal in part
and denied it in part.
6. Remanded— the appeal was returned to the local installation
without decision. Among reasons given were that 
the issue should be handled locally, a different 
procedure should be used, or there were matters 
which needed clarification before further proces­
sing.
7. Withdrawn— the aggrieved employee withdrew his appeal from
further processing or a local settlement was 
reached before a regional decision was made.
8. Pending— as of December 31, 1968 no disposition had been made
on the appeal.
Table 7 shows the disposition of the grievance appeals based on the fore­
going classifications.
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TABLE 7
TYPES OF APPEAL DISPOSITIONS AT THE DALLAS REGIONAL 
OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Action Taken
Number of 
Grievances
Percentage 
of Total
Sustained 36% 10.1
Not Sustained 149% 41.9
Rejected 65 18.3
Informally Resolved 4QC 11.2
Modified gc 2.2
Remanded 38 10.7
Withdrawn 13 3.7
Pending 7 1.9
Total 356 100.0
Includes 6 postmaster appeals. 
^Includes 14 postmaster appeals. 
'Includes 1 postmaster appeal.
In the disposition of grievance appeals the employee's grievance 
has not been upheld in most cases. In sixty per cent of the cases the 
grievance was either not sustained or rejected; in only ten per cent of 
the appeals was the grievance sustained. In the remaining thirty per 
cent of the appeals (those which were informally resolved, modified.
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remanded, withdrawn, and pending) many of the decisions have been more
13or less favorable to the aggrieved employee.
It was mentioned earlier that some information was obtained re­
garding regional appeal decisions. This information did not give data 
for each region, but only as totals for all fifteen regions. The only 
dispositions identified were for "sustained" and "not sustained" and 
these terms were not clearly defined. This information is presented 
in Table 8 for the fiscal periods the data were available. The percentage 
"sustained" was calculated from these data. Information pertaining to 
the Dallas Region, which was gathered in the study, has been included 
in the table for reference. In the Dallas Region data, the "sustained" 
appeals included the "modified" decisions because there was no indi­
cation as to how these were reported in the Department totals. Depart- 
mentally, employees had unusually large proportions of "sustained" 
decisions in fiscal years 1964 and 1966; and a very small percentage 
in fiscal year 1968; the percentage of appeals decisions which were 
"sustained" in the Dallas Region is more constant during these years.
Relationships of Appeal Characteristics 
Next, data based on each of the three classifications just 
presented (by issue, by craft, and by disposition) will be related to 
the other two classifications. Table 9 shows what kind of grievances
^^For example, the eight "modified" decisions upheld the 
grievance in part and five of the "withdrawn" cases were settled at 
the local level. In the forty "informally resolved" cases the em­
ployee probably received some degree of satisfaction or he would 
not have chosen to accept the settlement.
TABLE 8
GRIEVANCE APPEALS SUSTAINED AND NOT SUSTAINED, REGIONAL LEVEL, 
U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, BY FISCAL YEAR, 1964-1968
Fiscal
All Regions Dallas Region
Year
Total Sustained
Not
Sustained
Percentage
Sustained Total Sustained
Not
Sustained
Percentage
Sustained
1964* 401 196 205 48.9 14 4 10 28.6
1965 931 159 772 17.1 36 7^ 29 19.4
1966 1038 429 609 41.3 34 5b 29 14.7
1967 936 269 667 28.7 50 13^ 37 26.0
1968 858 106 752 12.4 39 7t 32 17.9
Total 4164 1159 3005 27.8 173 36 137 20.8
-c>
^For six-months' period January 1 to June 30, 1964. 
^Includes one modified decision.
^Includes three modified decisions.
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TABLE 9
TYPES OF GRIEVANCE ISSUES APPEALED BY AGGRIEVED EMPLOYEE CRAFTS,
DALLAS REGIONAL OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Issue
Letter
Carriers
Postal
Clerks
All
Other Total
Promotion 5 40 17 62
Assignment and Seniority 26 47 4 77
Scheduling 12 30 2 44
Wage Adjustment 12 4 6 22
Discipline 17 10 3 30
Leave 17 25 6 48
Financial Responsibility 9 3 2 14
Supervision and Work Conditions 27 26 6 59
Total 125 185 46 356
were appealed by letter carriers, postal clerks and "all other" employee 
crafts. Table 10 indicates the disposition of the appeals by employee 
type and Table 11 presents the disposition of each kind of grievance 
appeal. In Tables 9 and 10 only the letter carriers and postal clerks 
have been specified; the remaining employee groups have been combined 
in an "all other" category. This was done because the carriers and 
clerks accounted for the vast majority of both the employees and the 
appeals in the study.
Looking at Table 9, it can be noted that the postal clerks sub­
mitted the highest number of appeals in four of the grievance issue
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TABLE 10
TYPES OF APPEAL DISPOSITIONS BY AGGRIEVED EMPLOYEE CRAFTS, DALLAS
REGIONAL OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Appeal
Disposition
Letter
Carriers
Postal
Clerks
All
Other Total
Sustained 15 15 6 36
Not Sustained 50 78 21 149
Rejected 15 42 8 65
Informally Resolved 20 15 5 40
Modified 5 2 1 8
Remanded 14 23 1 38
Withdrawn 3^ 9b 1 13
Pending 3 1 3 7
Total 125 185 46 356
^Settled informally at the local level.
^Two cases settled informally at the local level.
classifications— promotion, assignment and seniority, scheduling, and 
leave. In each of the first three of these issues (promotion, assign­
ment and seniority, and scheduling), the postal clerks accounted for 
more than sixty per cent of the appeals in each classification; yet, 
these same employees filed only fifty-two per cent of the total number 
of a p p e a l s . T h e  postal clerks' percentage of leave appeals is propor­
tional to their percentage of total appeals filed.
14gee Table 6.
TABLE 11
TYPES OF GRIEVANCE ISSUES APPEALED BY DISPOSITIONS OF THE APPEALS,
DALLAS REGIONAL OFFICE, U.S. POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Not Informally
Issue
Promotion 9 25 12 1 • • 5 7 3 62
Assignment and 
Seniority 6 33 15 12 • • 10 1^ 77
Scheduling 3 10 18 4 2 6 1^ 44
Wage Adjustment 3 13 2 3 1 22
Discipline 3 16 4 3 1 2 1 30
Leave 6 29 2 3 2 1 2^ 3 48
Financial
Responsibility 1 7 2 2 . . 1 . . 1 14
Supervision and 
Work Conditions 5 16 10 12 3 12 1^ 59
Total 36 149 65 40 8 38 13 7 356
Ln
O
Settled informally at the local level.
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Due to the diversity of work done by postal clerks in a post 
office, there is considerable interest in the "better" jobs (those with 
higher grade levels and job prestige). Failure to be selected for pro­
motion or for a preferred assignment gave rise to many grievances. Other 
grievances arose because the postal clerks felt that employees from other 
crafts at the installation and supervisors were performing work which 
the clerks should do. In addition, since most postal installations need 
clerks throughout the workday, on weekends, and on special occasions, 
many grievances were the result of dissatisfaction with the manner in 
which work assignments, work schedules (tour, holiday and overtime), 
and compensatory time off were administered.
The letter carriers had the greatest number of appeals in the 
other four classifications: wage adjustment, discipline, financial
responsibility, and supervision and work conditions. In each instance 
the letter carriers' percentage of appeals in the classification was 
greater than their percentage (35.1) of the total number of appeals 
f i l e d . T h e  range was from sixty-four per cent of the financial respon­
sibility appeals to almost forty-six per cent of the supervision and 
work conditions appeals. Like the postal clerks, their percentage of 
leave appeals was proportional to their percentage of total appeals.
Since almost all of the work performed by letter carriers is 
outside the post office, they are more independent and receive less 
direct supervision than most employees. Many of the carriers' grievances 
concerned their dissatisfaction with letters of warning (a form of 
discipline) and with mail counts and street observations (supervision).
^^ Ibid.
152
"Wage adjustment" grievances generally dealt with failure to receive 
a step-increase or Income (travel expense, training time, overtime) 
which the carriers felt they were entitled to. All of the "financial 
responsibility" grievances concerned damages to the motor vehicles 
which the carriers operated in the performance of their work.
The "all other" category appealed more grievances than either 
the clerks or the carriers with respect to only two issues: in the "pro­
motion" classification they appealed more grievances than the carriers; 
in the "wage adjustment" classification they appealed more grievances 
than the clerks. In both of these instances the "all other" category 
of employees accounted for some twenty-seven per cent of the appeals 
in each issue. Almost half of the "promotion" appeals involved pro­
motions to various management positions. Most of the remaining "pro­
motion" appeals were filed by custodial employees seeking higher grade 
level jobs in other work areas. All of the "wage adjustment" appeals 
were concerned with step-increases ; all but one were filed by mail 
handlers.
The disposition of appeals by employee craft is shown in Table 
10. The letter carriers had the lowest percentage, fifty-two per cent, 
of not sustained and rejected appeals (65 of 125 cases); the postal 
clerks had sixty-five per cent (120 of 185 cases). It was pointed out 
in Table 7 that only ten per cent of all the appeals were sustained. On 
a craft basis, however, the "all other" category was sustained in thir­
teen per cent of its appeals (6 of 46 cases) and the letter carriers 
were sustained in twelve per cent of their appeals (15 of 125 cases).
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The postal clerks, though, were sustained in only eight per cent of 
their appeals (15 of 185 cases).
Of the remaining cases (those which were informally resolved, 
modified, remanded, withdrawn, and pending), a majority of those dis­
positions which were more or less favorable to the employees were 
achieved by the letter carriers. The letter carriers accounted for 
one-half of all the informally resolved cases and five out of the 
eight modified decisions. In addition, all three of the letter
carriers' withdrawn cases were settled informally at the local level.
Several observations can be made about the dispositions of the 
various types of appeals shown in Table 11. With regard to the sustained 
decisions, one out of every four was a promotion appeal and one out 
of every six was either a leave appeal or an assignment and seniority 
appeal. Previously it has been indicated that of all types of appeal 
action taken, only 10.1 per cent were sus tai ned.Considering all 
types of dispositions for each grievance issue, three of the issues 
exceeded this overall sustained percentage. The highest proportion of 
appeals which were sustained involved promotion issues, 14.5 per cent 
(9 of 62 cases); next was wage adjustment, 13.6 per cent (3 of 22 cases);
third was leave, 12.5 per cent (6 of 48 cases).
With the exception of the scheduling and the supervision and 
work condition issues, more than forty per cent of each type of grievance 
issue appealed was not sustained. Several were as high as fifty per cent 
and one, leave appeals, was sixty per cent. The scheduling appeals
l^See Table 7.
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not sustained were low both in number and percentage (10 of 44 cases or 
22.7 per cent); however, this is partially offset by the fact that 
another eighteen cases (40 per cent) were rejected. These eighteen 
rejected cases, the largest number for any grievance issue, repre­
sented more than one-fourth of the total of sixty-five rejected 
appeals. With regard to the supervision and work condition appeals, 
only sixteen out of fifty-nine (27 per cent) were not sustained, but 
twelve were remanded to the local installation and ten were rejected.
It should be noted, however, that the supervision and work condition 
appeals, along with the assignment and seniority appeals, were the most 
successful issues in being resolved informally at the Regional Office.
Using the categories of "sustained," "informally resolved," 
"modified," and "withdrawn" (those resolved at the local level) as indi­
cating more or less favorable dispositions for the aggrieved employees, 
the following information was extracted from Table 11:
Favorable Total
Issue Dispositions Cases Percentage
Promotion 10 62 16.1
Assignment and Seniority 19 77 24.7
Scheduling 10 44 22.7
Wage Adjustment 6 22 27.3
Discipline 7 30 23.3
Leave 13 48 27.1
Financial Responsibility 3 14 21.4
Supervision and Work Conditions 21 59 35.6
Total 89 356 25.0
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This would seem to indicate that an employee appealing a supervision and 
work condition issue had the best chance of ultimately receiving a 
favorable disposition of his grievance. At the other extreme, promotion 
appeals were not likely to be decided in a favorable way for the em­
ployee even though these grievances accounted for one out of four 
"sustained" decisions.
Regional Decisions Appealed to the Board of Appeals and Review
As provided for in the grievance procedure, the decision of the
Regional Director may be appealed to the Board of Appeals and Review.
Of the 356 grievances appealed to the Dallas Regional Office, eighty
were appealed to the Board. Through December, 1968, decisions had been
rendered by the Board on sixty-three of these; three appeals had been
withdrawn; fourteen cases were pending. Table 12 shows the number of
decisions made by the Board on Dallas Region appeals. Since the Board
has no time constraints on making its decision, the decisions are shown
by the fiscal year in which the decision was made. Included in the
table is the average number of months which elapsed from the date of
18
the Regional decision to the date of the Board's decision. More than 
one year was required for the Board of Appeals and Review to reach a 
decision in seventeen appeals from the Dallas Region; in one case the 
elapsed time was thirty-three months I
17
National Postal Agreement, Article IX, Sections M and N.
^®From the date of the Regional Director's decision, the grievant 
has ten working days to file an appeal with the Board.
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TABLE 12
NUMBER OF DALLAS REGION APPEALS DECIDED BY 
BOARD OF APPEALS AND REVIEW, U.S. POST 
OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 1963-1968
Fiscal Year Number
Elapsed Time 
Average (months)
1964 1 4
1965 11 8
1966 14 7
1967 20 7
1968 8 13
1969* 9 15
Total 63
Average
All Appeals 9
First six months only.
In the order of their frequency, the following list shows the 
sixty-three Board decisions by the type of grievance issues which were 
appealed. Also shown is the percentage which each of these numbers 
represents in the total of like cases filed with the Regional Office.
Issue Number
Assignment and Seniority 16
Promotion 11
Leave 10
Supervision and Work Conditions 8
Discipline 7
Percentage
21
18
21
14
23
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Wage Adjustment 6 27
Scheduling 3 7
Financial Responsibility 2 14
Based on this information approximately one out of every four discipline 
and wage adjustment cases which were appealed to the Regional Office 
were subsequently appealed to the Board. In addition, one out of 
every five of the leave and the assignment and seniority cases went 
to the Board on appeal.
As expected, the letter carrier and postal clerk crafts filed 
almost all of the appeals with the Board just as these two crafts accounted 
for almost all of the appeals made to the Regional Office. The clerks 
filed 52.0 per cent of the cases with the Regional Office (Table 6) and 
accounted for 55.6 per cent of the appeals decided by the Board (35 
cases). The letter carriers submitted 35.1 per cent of the grievances 
to the Regional Office and were represented in 31.7 per cent (20 cases) 
of the Board decisions.
Of the sixty-three Board decisions, only eight reversed the 
Regional Office decisions and upheld the employee. In addition, one 
case sustained the employee in part and in another case the appeal was 
remanded to the local level. Of the nine decisions which were favorable 
to the employees, including the case of the employee who was sustained 
in part, promotion and leave issues each accounted for three; assignment 
and seniority, wage adjustment, and discipline cases accounted for one 
each. These nine decisions involved letter carriers in four decisions, 
postal clerks in four, and a mail handler in the other one.
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For fiscal years 1965-1968, the Board rendered 681 decisions for 
all regions. The employees were sustained 106 times or in sixteen per 
cent of the cases. For the same period, fifty-three Dallas Region appeals 
were decided by the Board. Of this number, eight or fifteen per cent 
were sustained for the employees.
Summary
In conducting this study the cooperation of personnel in the 
Dallas Regional Office and the Bureau of Personnel, Washington, D.C., 
was most helpful. From the beginning, it was apparent that little, if 
any, analysis of grievances takes place. No procedure has been devised 
to record and interpret the experience in ways which will be useful to 
all who have the continuing responsibility of handling employee griev­
ances. While much time and effort, no doubt, takes place during the 
processing of a single grievance, the information remains in the file 
to be destroyed. Of course, for those few who actually deal with a 
grievance, the experience is valuable; but, there is no method of 
communicating or sharing this knowledge with others in the region or 
between regions except on an informal basis.
Grievance analysis is certainly not the panacea for all the 
problems faced by the Post Office Department. It is felt, however, that 
even a rudimentary analysis could provide some insight to labor-management 
relations and contribute information which would be useful in collective 
bargaining. The analysis presented in this chapter is only a small 
beginning. It does not purport to do more than simply determine what 
issues were involved, who was involved, and what happened to the
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grievances. In the next chapter, several conclusions and recommendations 
will be presented based on the experience gained in this study.
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this investigation was to determine what procedures 
have been established in the Post Office Department to deal with employee 
grievances and to inquire how these procedures operated in the Dallas 
Regional Office from 1962-1968. Attention was focused on three factors 
which influenced the development of the postal greivance system: the
government environment, the Post Office Department, and the employee or­
ganizations. After tracing the development and influence of each of 
these factors, the evolution of the development of grievance procedures 
in the Federal Government and in the Post Office Department was presented 
and the department's grievance procedure was compared with private 
industry practices. Finally, the results of a study of the administra­
tion of grievances in the Dallas Regional Office from 1962-1968 was pre­
sented.
The next section is a synopsis of Chapters II-V. The conclusions 
and recommendations and the need for further research will be found 
in the following sections.
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Summary
Government and Labor Relations 
The attitude of government towards labor relations in the pri­
vate sector, particularly the organizing activities of workers, has 
been primarily expressed through the actions of the courts and through 
legislative enactments. Common law and judicial interpretation generally 
curbed employee organizations throughout the nineteenth century and the 
early years of the twentieth century. Statutory regulations initiated 
in 1890, also, tended to be restrictive until the 1930's. The Wagner 
Act of 1935 completed a break with the past. The declared policy of 
the Federal Government shifted to the recognition of employee organiza­
tions. Subsequent legislation has continued this philosophy.
In the public sector, employer-employee relations have been 
viewed in the context of the sovereign power of the government. The 
orthodox position on sovereignty permits only the government to estab­
lish the terms and conditions of employment. Any attempt on the part 
of employees or their organizations to jointly determine terms and 
conditions of employment would be incompatible with this position. Such 
arguments have been used repeatedly to discourage and ignore the organi­
zational activities of public employees.
Personnel policies concerning public employees have developed 
on a piece-meal basis over the years. In Federal Government service two 
types of employment exist: patronage and the merit system. For much
of the nineteenth century various Presidents and the Congress regarded 
employment in the Federal Service as suitable for patronage and this 
political intrusion was wide-spread. The Civil Service Act of 1883 and
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its subsequent extensions provided a merit system of employment and pro­
tection against many of the evils of the spoils system. With this pro­
tection workers became more aggressive in their attempts to organize.
The employees and their organizations, however, were not free 
from restrictions. A series of Presidential executive orders early in 
this century forbade employees and their organizations from seeking 
beneficial legislation from the Congress or responding to Congres­
sional requests except through their respective department heads. The 
Lloyd-La Follette Act of 1912 relaxed these prohibitions and permitted 
employees to petition Congress directly and to join organizations which 
did not authorize the use of strikes.
Since 1912 the attitudes and policies of Federal administrators 
and agencies toward employee organizations have varied. Some have been 
outspoken opponents; others have ignored employee organizations or 
have been unwilling to work with them. Then, in 1962 President Kennedy 
issued Executive Order 10988 which gave employees the right to organize 
and bargain collectively with their respective departments and agencies. 
In implementing the Order the agencies were given broad discretion to 
establish and carry out the new program in the way best suited to their 
own needs. This has resulted in little uniformity among the agencies 
in the way they have organized for labor relations.
Post Office Department 
The Post Office Department is one of the oldest and largest 
agencies in the Federal Government. Postal facilities are located in 
every state, the District of Columbia, and eight territories. Postal
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services have continually expanded over the years and now include many 
non-mail services.
From its inception, the Department has operated under the in­
fluence of a patronage system. For most of the Department's history 
the Postmaster General has been an official of the incumbent President's 
political party and the chief dispenser of political appointments. As 
a result, a high rate of employment turnover has not been uncommon.
Structurally, the Department has been an expanding line organi­
zation with functional work divisions. Until recent years administrative 
authority has been highly centralized and yet the decision-making powers 
of the Postmasters General have been circumscribed by the Congress, the 
President, and various government regulatory bodies such as the General 
Accounting Office, the Bureau of the Budget, the Civil Service Commission 
and the Interstate Commerce Commission.
Recommendations of the Hoover Commission were implemented, begin­
ning in 1953, and resulted in a basic reorganization of the Department 
at the headquarters level and in the field service. Fifteen regional 
offices were created and several staff departments— such as personnel, 
research and engineering, and the general counsel— were added. Decision­
making has been decentralized, but the administration continues to
1
function in the classic bureaucratic manner.
An apt description of the Post Office Department was made to 
the President's Commission on Postal Organization. The Department was 
said to be like a clock; there are very explicit detailed rules for 
its operation. The precise definition of tasks makes possible their 
subdivision with continued control. This subdivision of tasks is im­
plicit in the system. The effort is made to fit all situations to the 
existing rules. Unique circumstances may be regarded as emergencies 
or they may lead to the formulation of new rules. Flexibility for change
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Postal Employee Organizations 
The work force in the Department is characterized by occupational 
crafts which have provided the nucleus for the employee organizations in 
the Department. Postal organizations are among the oldest in the Federal 
Service. The letter carriers were organized in 1889 and the postal 
clerks in 1890. Other groups have been formed over the years; some have 
passed from existence and others have merged with established groups. 
Today, most of the postal employees are members of seven craft unions 
and two industrial-type unions. All but one of the craft unions are 
affiliated with the AFL-CIO.
Throughout most of the Department's history employee organizations 
have been effectively restrained. In a few instances— such as passage 
of the Lloyd-La Follette Act and Will Hays' administration— they were 
able to achieve some measure of recognition. A far more amiable atti­
tude developed when the Kennedy administration came into office. It 
was during the second year of this administration that Executive Order 
10988 was issued and implemented. Collective bargaining between Depart­
ment management and the six exclusive recognition employee organizations 
resulted in the signing, on March 20, 1963, of the first written national 
employee-management agreement in the history of the Post Office Depart­
ment.
is not necessary in such a system. The Department is thus administered 
rather than managed. U.S., The President's Commission on Postal 
Organization, Towards Postal Excellence, Annex (Contractors' Reports), 
Vol. Ill (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1968),
Appendix A, pp. 37-39.
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Grievance Procedures
The grievance procedure established by the Post Office Department 
in the 1940's and early 1950’s lacked time limits at several stages of 
the process and made no mention of employee organizations and their 
interests. This procedure was modified in 1957 and official recognition 
of the employee organizations' interests was provided for. Section 8 
of Executive Order 10988 provided authority for the exclusive recognition 
organizations in the Executive Branch to negotiate procedures for the 
consideration of grievances. For the first time, public employees had 
the right to jointly determine the system by which disagreements between 
labor and management would be resolved.
Following the broad standards issued by the Civil Service Com­
mission, a grievance procedure was negotiated and incorporated as 
Article IX of the National Postal Agreement. Under the procedure a 
formal grievance may be processed through three levels: local instal­
lation (post office). Regional Office, and the Department Board of 
Appeals and Review.
Throughout the Department procedure the employee and his desire 
are emphasized. An employee organization may file a grievance on behalf 
of an employee, but only when authorized to do so by the employee. The 
exclusive organization receives copies of all written decisions when 
they are made and has the opportunity to present the organization's 
position at each step of the procedure when it does not represent the 
employee.
Many issues are excluded from the procedure which are normally 
considered grievances in private industry. The mission of the Department,
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its budget, the technology of performing its work, its organization, 
and the assignment of personnel (unless the assignment violates laws 
or regulations) may not be used as the basis of a grievance. Also, 
other issues are excluded from the grievance procedure because totally 
separate procedures are set up for their disposition; these issues 
include: adverse actions, determinations of grade level, discrimina­
tions based on race, creed, color, national origin or sex, and inter­
pretations or alleged violations of the National Agreement.
Dallas Regional Office Study
In the Dallas Region, which consists of Texas and Louisiana, 
356 grievances were appealed from December 1963 to December 31, 1968. 
The handling of these appeals is the basic responsibility of one indi- 
vidual in the Personnel Division of the Dallas Regional Office. Al­
though the basic requirements of the Agreement are followed, only very 
limited records are maintained. No procedures exist for categorizing 
and compiling information pertaining to grievance appeals other than 
recording the number received and the ultimate disposition of them.
This researcher devised three classificatory methods and each 
of the 356 appeals was categorized under them. The basic methods are: 
(1) nature of the grievance issue, (2) type of aggrieved employee, 
and (3) disposition of the appeal. Each classificatory method has 
eight subclasses. Tables have been prepared showing the number and 
percentage of appeals within each subclass. Also, each method of 
classification was related to the other two and tables showing these 
relationships have been presented.
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Finally, those decisions by the Dallas Regional Director which 
were appealed to the Board of Appeals and Review were noted. The types 
of issues and employees involved in these appeals have been discussed 
and the decisions made by the Board have been categorized.
Conclusions and Recommendations
From this study several conclusions have been developed regarding 
the labor-management relations program of the Post Office Department 
and the grievance system which has been derived from it. These con­
clusions are based upon a general assessment of the environment in which 
the Department operates, the organization of the Department, and the 
effect of postal employee organizations. In the light of these overall 
appraisals, specific recommendations are made which, it is believed, 
will have a corrective or ameliorative effect on employee-management 
relationships and the administration of grievances within the Department.
Conclusions
1. Historically, the emphasis of the Post Office Department has 
been on the techniques of moving the mails and the supplying of many 
non-mail services. Usually this has led to high expectations regarding 
the processing, transporting and delivering of increasing volumes of 
mail with a minimum expenditure of funds. Pressures on the Department 
to "do more" and/or "do it better" have been exerted by the Congress, 
various segments of the public, and many agencies of the Federal Govern­
ment. These "outside" interests, though, have been primarily concerned 
with only the mail-moving operations and the finances of the Department.
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Within the Department, interest has generally been focused on work 
procedures rather than on the human factors involved in work.
2. Until recent years the Federal Government has done little 
to acknowledge the collective interest in and concern of its employees 
in their employment situation. Not until 1962, through Executive Order 
10988, was official recognition given to employee organizations. Exec­
utive orders, however, are the administrative responsibility of the 
Executive Branch and may be changed or abolished by any future President 
as he sees fit. In such a situation, the permanency that postal 
employees feel they need in terms of protection and guarantees is 
lacking.
3. The organization of the Post Office Department has not en­
couraged the development of a sound employee relations program. A high 
degree of functional differentiation, at all levels, has been character­
istic of the Department. Major functional areas have been defined and
a job hierarchy determined for each. Work activities have been spelled 
out and directed by a voluminous set of policies, procedures and rules 
which, in later years, have been codified in the Postal Manual. Super­
vision and control have been exercised impersonally "by the book."
4. Prior to Executive Order 10988 there was no satisfactory, 
bilaterally-determined method for resolving postal employee grievances. 
The present negotiated procedure is a decided improvement. However, 
many issues, normally considered as grievances in private industry, are 
excluded from the grievance procedure. Other issues are excluded be­
cause separate appeal systems exist for their handling. In addition, 
some grievances must be processed through specific procedures provided
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for in the Agreement. The result is that multiple approaches exist for 
the handling of postal employee grievances. It is a complex and varied 
system incorporating many kinds of review processes.
5. With regard to the present mode of grievance administration, 
an adequate method of reporting and analyzing grievance data is lacking. 
There is little exchange of grievance information between the regions, 
especially that which relates to specific problem areas of those areas 
where management has been successful in resolving or avoiding grievance 
situations. The local installations have information pertaining to 
grievances filed, but not appealed, which is not being reported or 
utilized.
6 . At several important stages of the grievance procedure 
there are no time limits. Also, many of the specified time limits 
in the procedures are very liberal.
7. The postal supervisors’ organization and almost all of 
the employee organizations responded to inquiries about the employee 
relations program and the grievance system of the Department. Most of 
these replies were very frank in their evaluations. In contrast, neither 
of the postmaster organizations ever acknowledged any of the repeated 
attempts to communicate with them. It appears that they are either not 
concerned about employee relations or feel that there are no problems 
with the present system.
Recommendations
1. Since several years of experience have been gained under the 
labor-management relations program established by Executive Order 10988,
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the time has come to provide for a more permanent program. This can 
best be accomplished by enacting labor legislation comparable to that 
which exists for employees in private industry.
2. To simplify the process and provide for increased under­
standing and confidence in the system, action should be initiated to 
develop a single appeal procedure which would encompass all types of 
grievances. Post Office Department management should exercise leader­
ship, but the cooperation of the postal employee organizations should 
be enlisted.
3. So that documentation may supersede supposition, a common 
method of grievance reporting and analysis should be implemented for 
each region. This system should make use of a uniform grievance register 
and analysis procedure. As a minimum, the register should identify the 
types of grievance issues appealed, the types of employees who are 
aggrieved, and the types of dispositions made of grievances which are 
appealed.
4. In order to provide a gauge of the effectiveness of local 
management in employee relations, each local installation should peri­
odically report to its respective regional office the number and type 
of grievances filed at the local level, but not appealed to the region. 
These reports should also indicate the number and type of grievances 
which went to a hearing committee.
5. Since the prompt settlement of grievances promotes coopera­
tion and reduces organizational stress, time limits should be established 
at every stage in the present grievance procedure, particularly at the 
Board of Appeals and Review level. In addition, presently specified
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time limits should be reviewed to determine if they can be effectively 
reduced.
The Need for Further Research
During this study, the writer became aware of several areas in 
which further investigation is needed. These are briefly listed below.
1. It is true that extensive outside control of the Post Office 
Department exists. Can it be justified and on what grounds?
2. Management attitudes play an important part in determining 
the present and future course of employee relations. Can these atti­
tudes be determined and, if so, are they similar at all levels of 
management?
3. The Board of Appeals and Review occupies a prominent position 
in the appeal programs of the Department. A study of the Board's 
objectives, organization, and operations should be made to determine
how the manner in which it discharges its responsibilities may be im­
proved.
4. The need for supervisors and postmasters who are competent 
in both postal operations and employee relations exists throughout the 
Department. How can these individuals be discovered, trained, and 
transferred or promoted so as to make the most effective use of the 
Department's manpower resources?
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APPENDIX A
EXECUTIVE ORDER 10988
EMPLOYEE-MANAGEMENT COOPERATION IN 
THE FEDERAL SERVICE
WHEREAS participation of employees in the formulation and imple­
mentation of personnel policies affecting them contributes to effective 
conduct of public business ; and
WHEREAS the efficient administration of the Government and the 
well-being of employees require that orderly and constructive relation­
ships be maintained between employee organizations and management 
officials; and
WHEREAS subject to law and the paramount requirements of the 
public service, employee-management relations within the Federal service 
should be improved by providing employees an opportunity for greater 
participation in the formulation and implementation of policies and 
procedures affecting the conditions of their employment; and
WHEREAS effective employee-management cooperation in the public 
service requires a clear statement of the respective rights and obliga­
tions of employee organizations and agency management:
NOW, THEREFORE, by virtue of the authority vested in me by the 
Constitution of the United States, by section 1753 of the Revised Statutes 
(5 U.S.C. 631), and as President of the United States, I hereby direct 
that the following policies shall govern officers and agencies of the 
executive branch of the Government in all dealings with Federal employees 
and organizations representing such employees.
Section 1. (a) Employees of the Federal Government shall have,
and shall be protected in the exercise of, the right, freely and without 
fear of penalty or reprisal, to form, join and assist any employee 
organization or to refrain from any such activity. Except as hereinafter 
expressly provided, the freedom of such employees to assist any employee 
organization shall be recognized as extending to participation in the 
management of the organization and acting for the organization in the 
capacity of an organization representative, including presentation of
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its views to officials of the executive branch, the Congress or other 
appropriate authority. The head of each executive department and agency 
(hereinafter referred to as "agency") shall take such action, consistent 
with law, as may be required in order to assure that employees in the 
agency are apprised of the rights described in this section, and that 
no interference, restraint, coercion or discrimination is practiced 
within such agency to encourage or discourage membership in any employee 
organization.
(b) The rights described in this section do not extend to partic­
ipation in the management of an employee organization, or acting as a 
representative of any such organization, where such participation or 
activity would result in a conflict of interest or otherwise be incom­
patible with law or with the official duties of an employee.
Section 2. When used in this order, the term "employee organi­
zation" means any lawful association, labor organization, federation, 
council, or brotherhood having as a primary purpose the improvement of 
working conditions among Federal employees, or any craft, trade or 
industrial union whose membership includes both Federal employees and 
employees of private organizations; but such term shall not include any 
organization (1) which asserts the right to strike against the Government 
of the United States or any agency thereof, or to assist or participate 
in any such strike, or which imposes a duty or obligation to conduct, 
assist or participate in any such strike, or (2) which advocates the over­
throw of the constitutional form of Government in the United States, or
(3) which discriminates with regard to the terms or conditions of member­
ship because of race, color, creed or national origin.
Section 3. (a) Agencies shall accord informal, formal or ex­
clusive recognition to employee organizations which requests such recog­
nition in conformity with the requirements specified in sections 4, 5 
and 6 of this order, except that no recognition shall be accorded to 
any employee organization which the head of the agency considers to be 
so subject to corrupt influences or influences opposed to basic democratic 
principles that recognition would be inconsistent with the objectives 
of this order.
(b) Recognition of an employee organization shall continue so 
long as such organization satisfies the criteria of this order applicable 
to such recognition; but nothing in this section shall require any agency 
to determine whether an organization should become or continue to be 
recognized as exclusive representative of the employees in any unit 
within 12 months after a prior determination of exclusive status with 
respect to such unit has been made pursuant to the provisions of this 
order.
(c) Recognition, in whatever form accorded, shall not—
(1) preclude any employee, regardless of employee organization 
membership, from bringing matters of personal concern to the attention
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of appropriate officials in accordance with applicable law, rule, regula­
tion, or established agency policy, or from choosing his own representative 
in a grievance or appellate action; or
(2) preclude or restrict consultations and dealings between an 
agency and any veterans organization with respect to matters of particular 
interest to employees with veterans preference; or
(3) preclude an agency from consulting or dealing with any 
religious, locial, fraternal or other lawful association, not qualified 
as an employee organization, with respect to matters or policies which 
involve individual members of the association or are of particular 
applicability to it or its members, when such consultations or dealings 
are duly limited so as not to assume the character of formal consulta­
tion on matters of general employee-management policy or to extend to 
areas where recognition of the interests of one employee group may re­
sult in discrimination against or injury to the interests of other em­
ployees .
Section 4. (a) An agency shall accord an employee organization,
which does not qualify for exclusive or formal recognition, informal 
recognition as representative of its member employees without regard to 
whether any employee organization has been accorded formal or exclusive 
recognition as representative cf some or all employees in any unit.
(b) When an employee organization has been informally recognized, 
it shall, to the extent consistent with the efficient and orderly conduct 
of the public business, be permitted to present to appropriate officials 
its views on matters of concern to its members. The agency need not, 
however, consult with an employee organization so recognized in the formu­
lation of personnel or other policies with respect to such matters.
Section 5. (a) An agency shall accord an employee organization
formal recognition as the representative of its members in a unit as de­
fined by the agency when (1) no other employee organization is qualified 
for exclusive recognition as representative of employees in the unit, (2) 
it is determined by the agency that the employee organization has a sub­
stantial and stable membership of no less than 10 per centum of the em­
ployees in the unit, and (3) the employee organization has submitted to 
the agency a roster of its officers and representatives, a copy of its 
constitution and by-laws, and a statement of objectives. When, in the 
opinion of the head of an agency, an employee organization has a sufficient 
number of local organizations or a sufficient total membership within 
such ag-.ncy, such organization may be accorded formal recognition at the 
national level, but such recognition shall not preclude the agency from 
dealing at the national level with any other employee organization on 
matters affecting its members.
(b) When an employee organization has been formally recognized, 
the agency, through appropriate officials, shall consult with such organi­
zation from time to time in the formulation and implementation of personnel
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policies and practices, and matters affecting working conditions that are 
of concern to its members. Any such organization shall he entitled from 
time to time to raise such matters for discussion with appropriate offi­
cials and at all times to present its views thereon in writing. In no 
case, however, shall an agency be required to consult with an employee 
organization which has been formally recognized with respect to any matter 
which, if the employee organization were one entitled to exclusive recog­
nition, would not be included within the obligation to meet and confer, 
as described in section 6(b) of this order.
Section 6. (a) An agency shall recognize an employee organiza­
tion as the exclusive representative of the employees in an appropriate 
unit when such organization is eligible for formal recognition pursuant 
to section 5 of this order, and has been designated or selected by a 
majority of the employees of such unit as the representative of such 
employees in such unit. Units may be established on any plant or instal­
lation, craft, functional or other basis which will ensure a clear and 
identifiable community of interest among the employees concerned, but 
no unit shall be established solely on the basis of the extent to which 
employees in the proposed unit have organized. Except where otherwise 
required by established practice, prior agreement, or special circum­
stances, no unit shall be established for purposes of exclusive recog­
nition which includes (1) any managerial executive, (2) any employee 
engaged in Federal personnel work in other than a purely clerical 
capacity, (3) both supervisors who officially evaluate the performance 
of employees and the employees whom they supervise, or (4) both pro­
fessional employees and nonprofessional employees unless a majority of 
such professional employees vote for inclusion in such unit.
(b) When an employee organization has been recognized as the ex­
clusive representative of employees of an appropriate unit it shall be 
entitled to act for and to negotiate agreements covering all employees in 
the unit and shall be responsible for representing the interests of all 
such employees without discrimination and without regard to employee 
organization membership. Such employee organization shall be given the 
opportunity to be represented at discussions between management and em­
ployees or employee representatives concerning grievances, personnel 
policies and practices, or other matters affecting general working con­
ditions of employees in the unit. The agency and such employee organization, 
through appropriate officials and representatives, shall meet at reason­
able times and confer with respect to personnel policy and practices and 
matters affecting working conditions, as far as may be appropriate subject 
to law and policy requirements. This extends to the negotiation of an 
agreement, or any question arising thereunder, the determination of appro­
priate techniques, consistent with the terms and purposes of this order, 
to assist in such negotiation, and the execution of a written memorandum 
of agreement or understanding incorporating any agreement reached by the 
parties. In exercising authority to make rules and regulations relating 
to personnel policies and practices and working conditions, agencies shall 
have due regard for the obligation imposed by this section, but such 
obligation shall not be construed to extend to such areas of discretion
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and policy as the mission of an agency, its budget, its organization and 
the assignment of its personnel, or the technology of performing its work.
Section 7. Any basic or initial agreement entered into with an 
employee organization as the exclusive representative of employees in 
a unit must be approved by the head of the agency or any official desig­
nated by him. All agreements with such employee organizations shall also 
be subject to the following requirements, which shall be expressly stated 
in the initial or basic agreement and shall be applicable to all supple­
mental, implementing, subsidiary or informal agreements between the agency 
and the organization:
(1) In the administration of all matters covered by the agreement 
officials and employees are governed by the provisions of any existing
or future laws and regulations, including policies set forth in the 
Federal Personnel Manual and agency regulations, which may be applicable, 
and the agreement shall at all times be applied subject to such laws, 
regulations and policies;
(2) Management officials of the agency retain the right, in 
accordance with applicable laws and regulations, (a) to direct employees
of the agency, (b) to hire, promote, transfer, assign, and retain employees 
in positions within the agency, and to suspend, demote, discharge, or 
take other disciplinary action against employees, (c) to relieve employees 
from duties because of lack of work or for other legitimate reasons,
(d) to maintain the efficiency of the Government operations entrusted 
to them, (e) to determine the methods, means and personnel by which such 
operations are to be conducted; and (f) to take whatever actions may be 
necessary to carry out the mission of the agency in situations of emer­
gency .
Section 8. (a) Agreements entered into or negotiated in accordance
with this order with an employee organization which is the exclusive 
representative of employees in an appropriate unit may contain provisions, 
applicable only to employees in the unit, concerning procedures for con­
sideration of grievances. Such procedures (1) shall conform to standards 
issued by the Civil Service Commission, and (2) may not in any manner 
diminish or impair any rights which would otherwise be available to any 
employee in the absence of an agreement providing for such procedures.
(b) Procedures established by an agreement which are otherwise 
in conformity with this section may include provisions for the arbitra­
tion of grievances. Such arbitration (1) shall be advisory in nature 
with any decisions or recommendations subject to the approval of the 
agency head; (2) shall extend only to the interpretation or application 
of agreements or agency policy and not to changes in or proposed changes 
in agreements or agency policy; and (3) shall be invoked only with the 
approval of the individual employee or employees concerned.
Section 9. Solicitation of memberships, dues, or other internal 
employee organization business shall be conducted during the non-duty
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hours of the employees concerned. Officially requested or approved con­
sultations and meetings between management officials and representatives 
of recognized employee organizations shall, whenever practicable, be 
conducted on official time, but any agency may require that negotiations 
with an employee organization which has been accorded exclusive recog­
nition be conducted during the non-duty hours of the employee organization 
representatives involved in such negotiations.
Section 10. No later than July 1, 1962, the head of each agency 
shall issue appropriate policies, rules and regulations for the implementa­
tion of this order, including: A clear statement of the rights of its
employees under the order; policies and procedures with respect to recog­
nition of employee organizations; procedures for determining appropriate 
employee units; policies and practices regarding consultation with 
representatives of employee organizations, other organizations and individ­
ual employees; and policies with respect to the use of agency facilities 
by employee organizations. Insofar as may be practicable and appropriate, 
agencies shall consult with representatives of employee organizations in 
the formulation of these policies, rules and regulations.
Section 11. Each agency shall be responsible for determining in 
accordance with this order whether a unit is appropriate for purposes of 
exclusive recognition and, by an election or other appropriate means, 
whether an employee organizatbn represents a majority of the employees 
in such a unit so as to be entitled to such recognition. Upon the request 
of any agency, or of any employee organization which is seeking exclusive 
recognition and which qualifies for or has been accorded formal recog­
nition, the Secretary of Labor, subject to such necessary rules as he may 
prescribe, shall nominate from the National Panel of Arbitrators main­
tained by the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service one or more 
qualified arbitrators who will be available for employment by the agency 
concerned for either or both of the following purposes, as may be re­
quired: (1) to investigate the facts and issue an advisory decision as
to the appropriateness of a unit for purposes of exclusive recognition 
and as to related issues submitted for consideration; (2) to conduct or 
supervise an election or otherwise determine by such means as may be 
appropriate, and on an advisory basis, whether an employee organization 
represents the majority of the employees in a unit. Consonant with law, 
the Secretary of Labor shall render such assistance as may be appropri­
ate in connection with advisory decisions or determinations under this 
section, but the necessary costs of such assistance shall be paid by the 
agency to which it relates. In the event questions as to the appropri­
ateness of a unit or the majority status of an employee organization shall 
arise in the Department of Labor, the duties described in this section 
which would otherwise be the responsibility of the Secretary of Labor 
shall be performed by the Civil Service Commission.
Section 12. The Civil Service Commission shall establish and 
maintain a program to assist in carrying out the objectives of this order. 
The Commission shall develop a program for the guidance of agencies in 
employee-management relations in the Federal service; provide technical
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advice to the agencies on employee-management programs; assist in the 
development of programs for training agency personnel in the principles 
and procedures of consultation, negotiation and the settlement of dis­
putes in the Federal service, and for the training of management officials 
in the discharge of their employee-management relations responsibilities 
in the public interest; provide for continuous study and review of the 
Federal employee-management relations program and, from time to time, 
make recommendations to the President for its improvement.
Section 13. (a) The Civil Service Commission and the Department
of Labor shall jointly prepare (1) proposed standards of conduct for 
employee organizations and (2) a proposed code of fair labor practices 
in employee-management relations in the Federal service appropriate to 
assist in securing the uniform and effective implementation of the 
policies, rights and responsibilities described in this order.
(b) There is hereby established the President's Temporary Commit­
tee on the Implementation of the Federal Employee-Management Relations 
Program. The Committee shall consist of the Secretary of Labor, who 
shall be chairman of the Committee, the Secretary of Defense, the Post­
master General, and the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission. In 
addition to such other matters relating to the implementation of this 
order as may be referred to it by the President, the Committee shall 
advise the President with respect to any problems arising out of com­
pletion of agreements pursuant to section 6 and 7, and shall receive the 
proposed standards of conduct for employee organizations and proposed 
code of fair labor practices in the Federal service, as described in this 
section, and report thereon to the President with such recommendations or 
amendments as it may deem appropriate. Consonant with law, the departments 
and agencies represented on the Committee shall, as may be necessary for 
the effectuation of this section, furnish assistance to the Committee in 
accordance with section 214 of the Act of May 3, 1945, 59 Stat. 134 (31 
U.S.C. 691). Unless otherwise directed by the President, the Committee 
shall cease to exist 30 days after the date on which it submits its 
report to the President pursuant to this section.
Section 14. The head of each agency, in accordance with the pro­
visions of this order and regulations prescribed by the Civil Service 
Commission, shall extend to all employees in the competitive civil service 
rights identical in adverse action cases to those provided preference 
eligibles under section 14 of the Veterans' Preference Act of 1944, as 
amended. Each employee in the competitive service shall have the right 
to appeal to the Civil Service Commissbn from an adverse decision of the 
administrative officer so acting, such appeal to be processed in an 
identical manner to that provided for appeals under section 14 of the 
Veterans' Preference Act. Any recommendation by the Civil Service Com­
mission submitted to the head of an agency on the basis of an appeal by 
an employee in the competitive service shall be complied with by the head 
of the agency. This section shall become effective as to all adverse 
actions commenced by issuance of a notification of proposed action on or 
after July 1, 1962.
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Section 15. Nothing in this order shall be construed to annul or 
modify, or to preclude the renewal or continuation of, any lawful agree­
ment heretofore entered into between any agency and any representative 
of its employees. Nor shall this order preclude any agency from con­
tinuing to consult or deal with any representative of its employees or 
other organization prior to the time that the status and representation 
rights of such representative or organization are determined in con­
formity with this order.
Section 16. This order (except section 14) shall not apply to 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Central Intelligence Agency, or 
any other agency, or to any office, bureau or entity within an agency, 
primarily performing intelligence, investigative, or security functions 
if the head of the agency determines that the provisions of this order 
cannot be applied in a manner consistent with national security require­
ments and considerations. When he deems it necessary in the national 
interest, and subject to such conditions as he may prescribe, the head 
of any agency may suspend any provision of this order (except section 14) 
with respect to any agency installation or activity which is located 
outside of the United States.
JOHN F. KENNEDY
THE WHITE HOUSE,
January 17, 1962.
APPENDIX B
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT FOR EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS 
AND CODE OF FAIR LABOR PRACTICES
Section 1.1 Purpose and Scope. These Standards of Conduct for Employee 
Organizations and the Code of Fair Labor Practices in Employee-Management 
Cooperation in the Federal Service are issued pursuant to Executive Order 
No, 10988. Their purpose is to assist in securing the uniform and effec­
tive implementation of the policies, rights and responsibilities described 
in the Order by fixing more definitely the responsibilities of employee 
organizations and agencies, providing more detailed criteria for the pro­
tection of rights secured under the Order, and establishing procedures 
in both of these areas which will assure a necessary measure of uniformity 
within the Executive Branch of the Federal Government.
Section 1.2 Definitions.
(a) "Order" means Executive Order No. 10988.
(b) "Agency," "employee organization," and "employee" have the 
same meaning as in the Order.
(c) "Agency management" includes the agency head, and all manage­
ment officials and representatives of management having 
authority to act for the agency on any matters relating to 
the implementation of the agency employee-management cooper­
ation program as established under the Order.
(d) "Recognition" means recognition which is or may be accorded 
to an employee organization pursuant to the provisions of the 
Order.
Section 1.3 General Responsibilities of the Civil Service Commission. The 
Civil Service Commission, in accordance with the provisions of section 12 
of the Order, shall be responsible for the dissemination of information 
with respect to the Standards of Conduct and Code of Fair Labor Practices, 
and shall insure an adequate exchange of information between agencies as 
to its application and enforcement.
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PART A
STANDARDS OF CONDUCT FOR EMPLOYEE ORGANIZATIONS
Section 2.1 Application. The provisions of this Part are applicable to 
all agencies subject to the provisions of the Order and to all employee 
organizations accorded recognition under the Order.
Section 2.2 Standards of Conduct. No agency shall accord recognition to
any employee organization unless the employee organization is subject to 
governing requirements, adopted by the organization or by a national or 
international employee organization or federation of employee organizations 
with which it is affiliated or in which it participates, containing ex­
plicit and detailed provisions to which it subscribes calling for the 
following:
(a) The maintenance of democratic procedures and practices, in­
cluding provisions for periodic elections to be conducted
subject to recognized safeguards and provisions defining and 
securing the right of individual members to participation in 
the affairs of the organization, to fair and equal treatment 
under the governing rules of the organization, and to fair 
process in disciplinary proceedings;
(b) The exclusion from office in the organization of persons affili­
ated with Communist or other totalitarian movements and 
persons identified with corrupt influences;
(c) The prohibition of business or financial interests on the 
part of organization officers and agents which conflict with 
their duty to the organization and its members; and
(d) The maintenance of fiscal integrity in the conduct of the 
affairs of the organization, including provision for accounting 
and financial controls and regular financial reports or 
summaries to be made available to members.
Section 2.3 Adoption of Standards. No agency shall deny, suspend, or 
withdraw recognition by reason of any alleged failure to adopt or subscribe 
to standards of conduct as provided in section 2.2 of this Part unless 
it has first notified the organization and the national or international 
organization with which it is affiliated of such alleged deficiency and 
has afforded the organization a reasonable opportunity to make any 
amendments or modifications or take any action that may be required. In 
the event that any question arising under any provision of section 2.2 
is not resolved in a mutually acceptable manner, the agency shall con­
sult with the Secretary of Labor prior to making a final determination 
that an organization has failed to comply with such provisions.
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Section 2.4 Procedure for Denial, Suspension or Withdrawal of Recog­
nition.
(a) An employee organization which has adopted or subscribed 
to standards of conduct as provided in section 2.2 of this 
Part shall not be required to furnish other evidence of 
its freedom from influences described in section 3(a) of 
the Order unless (1) the agency has cause to believe that 
the organization has been suspended or expelled from or is 
subject to other sanction by a parent employee organization 
or labor organization or federation of such organizations 
with which it has been affiliated because it has demonstrated 
an unwillingness or inability to comply with governing 
requirements comparable in purpose to those required by 
section 2.2 of this Part, or (2) recognition in any form
has been denied, suspended, or withdrawn by any other 
agency pursuant to this Part or section 3(a) of the Order 
and such denial, suspension, or withdrawal remains in 
effect, or (3) there is reasonable cause to believe that 
the organization, notwithstanding its compliance with 
section 2.2 is in fact subject to influences such as 
would preclude recognition pursuant to the Order.
(b) In any case where additional evidence is required pursuant 
to (1), (2), or (3) of subsection (a) of this section, the 
agency shall not deny, suspend, or withdraw recognition
on the basis of the exception stated in section 3(a) of 
the Order unless it has afforded the employee organization 
an opportunity to present to the agency such reasons or 
considerations as it has to offer relating to why recog­
nition should not be denied, suspended, or withdrawn. If 
this opportunity is requested, the agency shall promptly 
hold a hearing. Upon request the agency shall make available 
to the employee organization for use in the hearing a con­
cise and accurate summary of the facts on which the agency 
intends to rely in reaching its decision, together with a 
statement of the reasons for the agency action. In lieu of 
a summary statement, the agency may make available to 
the employee organization the entire report of the agency 
investigation. In any dispute over the accuracy or suf­
ficiency of information so provided, the final determination 
shall be made by the agency head. The employee organization 
shall have an opportunity to be present at the hearing, to 
be represented by counsel, and to offer such oral and docu­
mentary evidence as may be relevant to the issue or issues 
in controversy. Any determination to deny, suspend or 
withdraw recognition shall be made in writing by the agency 
head,
(c) The agency may consult with the Secretary of Labor before 
instituting any proceedings pursuant to clause (3) of
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subsection (a) of this section and shall consult with the 
Secretary of Labor prior to taking any final action with 
respect to the denial, suspension, or withdrawal of recog­
nition.
(d) Where an agency determination denying, suspending or with­
drawing recognition of an employee organization is made in 
accordance with subsections (b) and (c) of this section 
after consultation with the Secretary of Labor, any other 
agency may thereafter deny, suspend or withdraw recognition 
as to such employee organization or subordinate affiliate 
thereof without regard to the procedures prescribed in sub­
section (b) if such other agency has afforded such employee 
organization or subordinate affiliate thereof an opportunity 
to present such reasons and considerations as it may have 
to offer as to why such prior determination should not be 
followed, and such agency, on the basis of such submission 
and after consultation with the Secretary of Labor, finds 
that further procedures are unnecessary.
Section 2.5 Effective Dates.
(a) The provisions of this part, other than section 2.4(b) and
(c) as hereinafter provided, shall become effective immed­
iately. No later than 6 months from such effective date, 
each agency shall adopt such permanent procedures as may 
be necessary to implement this Part. Insofar as may be 
practicable and appropriate, agencies shall consult with 
representatives of recognized employee organizations in the 
formulation of such procedures. Copies of any implementing 
regulations shall be made available to recognized employee 
organizations upon request.
(b) Prior to the adoption of such permanent procedures, in 
making determinations under the Order with respect to 
employee organizations which seek or have been accorded 
recognition, no agency shall deny, suspend or withdraw 
such recognition on the basis of the exception stated in 
the Order except in accordance with procedures conforming 
as nearly as possible to the requirements of section 
2.4(b) and (c) of this Part.
PART B
CODE OF FAIR LABOR PRACTICES
Section 3.1 Application. The provisions of this Part are applicable to all 
agencies subject to the provisions of the Order and to all employee organi­
zations accorded recognition under the Order.
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Section 3.2 Prohibited Practices.
(a) Agency management is prohibited from;
(1) Interfering with, restraining or coercing any employee 
in the exercise of the rights assured by Executive 
Order No. 10988, including those set forth in section 
1 of the Order;
(2) Encouraging or discouraging membership in any employee 
organization by discrimination in regard to hiring, 
tenure, promotion or other conditions of employment;
(3) Sponsoring, controlling or otherwise assisting any em­
ployee organization, except that an agency may furnish 
customary and routine services and facilities pursuant 
to section 10 of the Order where consistent with the 
best interests of the agency, its employees and the 
organization, and where such services and facilities 
are furnished, if requested, on an impartial basis;
(4) Disciplining or otherwise discriminating against any 
employee because he has filed a complaint or given 
testimony under the Order or under the Standards of 
Conduct for Employee Organizations or Code of Fair 
Labor Practices;
(5) Refusing to accord appropriate recognition to an em­
ployee organization qualified for such recognition;
(6) Refusing to hear, consult, confer or negotiate with 
an employee organization as required by the Order.
(b) Employee organizations are prohibited from:
(1) Interfering with, restraining or coercing any employee 
in the exercise of the rights assured by Executive 
Order No. 10988, including those set forth in section 
1 of the Order;
(2) Attempting to induce agency management to coerce any 
employee in the enjoyment of his rights under the 
Order;
(3) Coercing or attempting to coerce, or disciplining, any 
member of the organization as punishment or reprisal 
for, or for the purpose of hindering or impeding his 
discharge of his duties owed as an officer or employee 
of the United States;
(4) Calling or engaging in any strike, work stoppage, slow­
down, or related picketing engaged in as a substitute
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for any such strike, work stoppage or slowdown, against 
the Government of the United States;
(5) Discriminating against any employee with regard to the 
terms or conditions of membership because of race, 
color, creed, or national origin.
(c) No employee organization which is accorded exclusive recog­
nition shall deny membership to any employee in the appropri­
ate unit except for failure to meet reasonable occupational 
standards uniformly required for admission, or for failure 
to tender initiation fees and dues uniformly required as 
a condition of acquiring and retaining membership, but 
nothing contained in this subsection shall preclude an 
employee organization from enforcing discipline in accordance 
with procedures under its constitution or bylaws which 
conform to the requirements set forth in section 2.2(a) 
of the Standards of Conduct for Employee Organizations.
Section 3.3 General Procedures for Enforcement.
(a) Each agency shall provide fair and adequate procedures for 
the filing, investigation, and processing of complaints of 
violations of section 3.2 which will cover all cases, except 
as provided in subsection (c) of this section, whether initi­
ated by employees, an agency, or an employee organization, 
as follows :
(1) In cases initiated by an employee or several employees 
with the same complaint, in which the matter in issue 
is subject to an applicable grievance or appeals pro­
cedure within the agency, such procedure shall be the 
exclusive procedure used.
(2) All cases not covered by subsection (a)(1) and (c) 
of this section shall be processed under procedures 
which shall include provisions for the informal 
resolution or adjustment of complaints where possible; 
for the designation of an impartial hearing officer 
or panel of such officers; and, in cases where it 
appears that there is substantial basis for a complaint 
and the matter is not informally adjusted, for an 
opportunity for a hearing before a hearing officer
or panel of such officers upon notice, for the 
right to be represented by counsel, and for findings 
of fact, or for findings of fact and recommendations, 
by such officers or panel. Such procedures shall not, 
however, be available for the rehearing of issues 
processed under the provisions of the Standards of 
Conduct or Section 11 of the Order. In performing
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the function provided for in this subsection, hearing 
officers shall be responsible directly to the agency 
head.
(b) Hearings held pursuant to subsection (a)(2) shall be informal, 
but rights of confrontation and cross-examination shall be 
preserved so far as may be necessary for the development
of the facts, and the findings of fact or findings of fact 
and recommendations of the hearing officer or panel shall 
be based upon the record developed in the hearing. Copies 
of such findings of fact or findings of fact and recom­
mendations shall be made available to the parties. In 
any proceeding under this section, the complainant or 
respondent shall be entitled to receive a concise and ac­
curate summary of the facts relating to the complaint, and 
upon which the agency intends to rely, together with a 
statement of the reasons for the agency’s action. The 
agency may, in lieu of a summary statement, make available 
to the complainant or respondent the entire report of the 
agency’s investigation of the complaint. In a case in 
which the complainant or respondent is provided with a 
summary statement, the hearing officer shall have the right, 
upon request, to examine the entire record in such case, 
including all data gathered pursuant to an investigation, 
to determine that the summary is fair and accurate.
(c) Cases involving any strike, work stoppage, slowdown or 
related picketing engaged in as a substitute for any such 
strike, work stoppage or slowdown, shall be covered by 
such procedures and subject to such remedies and sanctions 
consistent with law as the agency head determines to be 
appropriate to the situation without regard to the limita­
tions of this section or section 3.4.
Section 3.4 Final Decision and Notice. All final decisions shall be in 
writing and shall be furnished to the organization and the national or 
international organization with which it is affiliated. Such decisions 
shall include a statement of the findings and reasons in support of the 
decision. If the decision is that agency management has engaged in a 
prohibited practice, the agency shall immediately take necessary action 
in accordance with the decision to remedy the violation. If the decision 
is that an employee organization has engaged in a prohibited practice, 
the agency head shall notify the employee organization of the existence 
of such violation and request appropriate corrective action. Failure of 
an employee organization to comply with such request after the date on 
which it becomes effective shall be grounds for the withholding, or 
suspension of recognition until the violation has been remedied, or 
for the withdrawal of recognition in appropriate cases as determined by 
the agency head.
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Section 3.5 Effective Date.
(a) The provisions of section 3.2 of this Part shall be effec­
tive immediately. No later than six months from such 
effective date, each agency shall adopt permanent procedures 
to implement this Part. Insofar as may be practicable
and appropriate, agencies shall consult with repre­
sentatives of employee organizations in the formulation 
of such procedures. Copies of any implementing regula­
tions shall be made available to recognized employee 
organizations upon request.
(b) In making determinations under section 3.2 prior to the 
adoption of such permanent procedures, agencies shall as 
nearly as possible conform to the basic procedural 
requirements of this Part, and in no case where an 
opportunity for hearing, or a final notice as described 
in section 314, is required under this Part shall an 
agency withhold, suspend, or withdraw recognition 
without an opportunity for such hearing or without such 
a final notice.
APPENDIX C
LLOYD-LA FOLLETTE ACT OF 1912
Sec. 6. That no person in the classified civil service of the 
United States shall be removed therefrom except for such cause as will 
promote the efficiency of said service and for reasons given in writing, 
and the person whose removal is sought shall have notice of the same 
and of any charges preferred against him, and be furnished with a copy 
thereof, and also be allowed a reasonable time for personally answering 
the same in writing; and affidavits in support thereof; but no examina­
tion of witnesses nor any trial or hearing shall be required except 
in the discretion of the officer making the removal; and copies of 
charges, notice of hearing, answer, reasons for removal, and of the 
order of removal shall be made a part of the records of the proper 
department or office, as shall also the reasons for reduction in rank or 
compensation; and copies of the same shall be furnished to the person 
affected upon request, and the Civil Service Commission also shall, upon 
request, be furnished copies of the same: Provided, however. That
membership in any society, association, club, or other form of organi­
zation of postal employees not affiliated with any outside organization 
imposing an obligation or duty upon them to engage in any strike, or 
proposing to assist them in any strike, against the United States, having 
for its objects, among other things, improvements in the condition of 
labor of its members, including hours of labor and compensation therefor 
and leave of absence, by any person or groups of persons in said postal 
service, or the presenting by any such person or groups of persons of 
any grievance or grievances to the Congress or any Member thereof shall 
not constitute or be cause for reduction in rank or compensation or 
removal of such person or groups of persons from said service. The 
right of persons employed in the civil service of the United States, 
either individually or collectively, to petition Congress, or any Member 
thereof, or to furnish information to either House of Congress, or to 
any committee or member thereof, shall not be denied or interfered with.
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APPENDIX D
FEDERAL PERSONNEL MANUAL, CHAPTER 771
EMPLOYEE GRIEVANCES AND ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS
Subchapter 1. Employee Grievances
Paragraph 1-7. Commission Standards
a. Applicability. Each agency grievance procedure must contain 
a clear statement as to which employees it applies. The tenure or con­
ditions of employment of certain employees may be made a basis for ex­
cluding them from the coverage of the procedures, either in whole or
in part, when those factors are considered by the agency to make such 
exclusion appropriate. Each procedure must also state as clearly as pos­
sible the matters employees may take up under the procedure and the 
matters which are excluded.
b. Initiation of grievances. In keeping with the personal nature 
of matters covered by grievance procedures, grievances can be initiated 
only by employees, either singly or jointly; they may not be initiated
by employee organizations. This does not mean, however, that an em­
ployee organization may not be permitted to present a grievance on 
behalf of an employee or group of employees when requested to do so by 
the employee or employees. It does mean that matters which employee organi­
zations wish to discuss with management on their own initiative are 
not grievances within the meaning of paragraph 1-1, although discussion 
channels with such organizations may well be similar if the agency con­
siders this appropriate.
c. Presentation of grievances. Each procedure must provide for 
the presentation of grievances in writing when problems are not re­
solved by informal discussion with supervisors. The written record 
should identify the employee, the specific nature of the grievance, and, 
where appropriate, the corrective action desired. Generally, a grievance 
action may be initiated at any time. However, an agency procedure may 
provide reasonable time limits governing the presentation of grievances.
An employee is granted a reasonable amount of official time for the 
purpose of presenting a grievance. He must also be assured freedom
from restraint, interference, coercion, discrimination, or reprisal in 
connection with the presentation of a grievance.
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d. Processing grievances. Each procedure is to be as simple as 
possible, consonant with bona fide consideration of grievances. Ordi­
narily, grievance procedures should provide for no more than two levels 
of decision above the level of the supervisor or other official with 
whom an employee has discussed a matter informally. At each of these 
decision levels, the employee must be assured full, impartial considera­
tion by an official with authority to make whatever adjustments may be 
appropriate. The final decision on a grievance must be made by an 
official sufficiently high in the agency's organization to insure that 
the viewpoints and policies of top management of the agency are reflected 
in the decision. The official making the final decision must be at a 
higher administrative level than any official who made an earlier de­
cision. In order that matters at issue may be resolved as quickly as 
possible, each procedure must provide for expediting consideration of 
grievances at all stages. Care should be taken, however, to assure that 
any deadlines that are established give employees and their representatives 
a reasonable time within which to prepare and present their cases.
e. Representation. Employees must have the right to be accom­
panied, represented, and advised by representatives of their own choosing 
in presenting grievances. In a unit in which an employee organization 
has been granted exclusive recognition, that organization must be given 
the opportunity to have someone present at discussions between employees 
and management in the course of grievance proceedings (that is, those 
matters which have passed the stage of informal discussion). The 
procedure must make clear, however, that this right to be present may not 
be permitted to impair the right of an employee to handle his own griev­
ance in his own way if he wishes and to choose his own representative.
An employee who is designated as a representative in a grievance must 
be assured freedom from restraint, interference, coercion, discrimina­
tion, or reprisal in connection with the presentation of the grievance.
He must also be assured a reasonable amount of official time for the 
purpose of presenting the grievance.
f. Personal presentation. (1) Timing. Each procedure must 
provide that at some time before a final decision is rendered on a 
grievance, the employee and his representative, if he has one, must have 
the opportunity to make a personal presentation to an individual or group 
designated for that purpose. Exception may be provided only when a 
personal presentation is impracticable by reason of unusual location or 
other extraordinary circumstances. If any exceptions are to be pro­
vided, they must be delineated in the procedure as specifically as 
possible.
(2) Designation of group or individual. The individual or group 
must be selected in a manner that will assure a fair, objective review 
of matters presented to it. Every effort should be made to designate 
persons in whose competence and objectivity the employee can have con­
fidence. The opportunity to make a personal presentation to an individual 
or group must be in addition to any opportunity that an employee may 
be given to meet with persons responsible for reviewing or acting upon 
his grievance. The procedure must establish reasonable time standards 
for the selection of an individual or group, for the presentation of 
information to it, and for the preparation of a report. The procedure
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must also establish the point in the grievance process at which matters 
may be presented to the individual or group and the rules to be fol­
lowed in making and recording presentations, including, for example, 
rules on the use of witnesses and the preparation of summaries or 
transcripts. The procedure must also provide that employees of the 
agency who are made available as witnesses are in a duty status while 
they are serving in that capacity if they are otherwise in a duty status 
at the time.
(3) Informality of presentations. In general, personal pres­
entations to an individual or group should be as informal as practicable. 
Every effort must be made to develop an atmosphere that encourages the 
employee, his representative, and all witnesses to express themselves 
freely and without a feeling of being overwhelmed or intimidated.
(4) Reports. The individual or group must prepare a written 
report of either its findings of fact or its findings and recommenda­
tions, the scope of the report depending on its assigned role. Any 
recommendations must be advisory only. A copy of the findings, or of 
the findings and recommendations, must be furnished to the employee, 
to his representative, and, where one is involved, to an employee or­
ganization recognized as exclusive representative.
g. Advisory arbitration. (1) An agreement with an employee 
organization that is recognized as the exclusive representative in a 
unit may include provision for the arbitration of grievances. In such 
cases, arbitration is subject to the following requirements of section 
8(b) of Executive Order 10988:
— Arbitration must be advisory only, with any decisions or 
recommendations subject to approval of the agency head.
— Arbitration must extend only to the interpretation or appli­
cation of agreements or agency policy; it must not extend 
to changes in agreements or in agency policy.
— Arbitration may be invoked only with the approval of the 
individual employee or employees concerned.
(2) The President's Task Force on Employee-Management Cooperation 
in the Federal Service suggested in its report to the President dated 
November 30, 1961, that resort to arbitration should depend upon the 
consent of both the employee and the employee organization concerned 
and that the costs of arbitration should be shared by the agency and 
the employee organization. If costs are to be shared, the arbitrator's 
relationship with the agency should be that of an independent contractor 
in the light of the restrictions in 18 U.S.C. 209. The contract with 
the arbitrator should clearly state how the costs of his services are 
to be determined and the agreement with the employee organization should 
clearly state the basis for sharing costs.
h. Decision. A grievance decision must be made as promptly as 
practicable, must be in writing, and must include a statement of the 
basis for the decision.
i. Grievance file. Each procedure must provide that a file be 
established whenever an employee presents a grievance that goes beyond 
the level of informal discussion. This file must contain, as a minimum, 
the following:
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(1) The written complaint;
(2) The summary or transcript of any proceeding before an 
individual or group to which a personal presentation is made;
(3) The individual or group’s findings, or findings and 
recommendations ;
(4) Documentary evidence considered in resolving the grievance;
and
(5) The written decision.
j. Publication of procedures. Grievance procedures must be 
published and made available to employees and to recognized employee 
organizations. Each employee must be given either a copy of the pro­
cedure that applies to him or an accurate summary of its substance. 
Employees are to be fully informed of their rights in this area and 
of the procedures they should follow in exercising those rights.
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